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This thesis examines the role of self-conscious emotions (SCEs) in ethical 
consumption. The work is primarily psychological and it seeks to add to the generic 
literature on the role of emotions in consumer behaviour by focusing on SCEs, such 
as guilt and pride, and analyses their special place in ethical consumption decisions. 
A mixed method approach was adopted, combining a qualitative study and a 
quantitative experiment.  
The qualitative study comprised 31 in-depth semi-structured interviews designed to 
explore the manifestation of SCEs and the process by which they influence ethical 
activity, as recounted by the participants themselves. The data analysis showed that 
SCEs influence the decision making process and arise at different stages in the 
consumption cycle, guilt and pride being the most salient emotions. SCEs also played 
a part in a type of compensatory process between ethical and unethical choices in 
which consumers engage. The findings of the qualitative study suggested that SCEs 
have the potentiaů ƚŽ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐ
communications. The qualitative findings are valuable in their own right and they 
advanced our understanding of the role of emotions in ethical consumption. In 
addition, by providing evidence about the motivational role of SCEs, the qualitative 
study was used to inform the design of the experimental study which sought to test 
ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŽĨ ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞƐĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ŽŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
intentions and behaviour. This was tested via recycling video adverts in a laboratory 
experiment with 90 students, 30 stimulated to feel guilty, 30 to feel proud and 30 
with no stimulus. Guilt and pride were both shown not to influence recycling ethical 
intentions, as stated by the participants, but they were found to increase actual 
ethical behaviour as measured by a choice of a product with recyclable packaging 
versus a product with non-recyclable packaging.  
The results of the present thesis entail a series of theoretical and practical 
implications. In terms of theoretical implications, it offers evidence that emotions, as 
non-rational variables, should be considered when seeking to understand 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ďĞŚaviour in the context of ethical consumption. Consequently, the 
thesis moves the debate further from the sole examination of cognition-related 
variables which can only partially explain why consumers behave ethically or 
unethically. In particular, the findings show that positive and negative SCE have a 
cyclical influence on the decision making process where immediate or post-decision 
emotions can be metamorphosed into anticipatory emotions for future decisions 
ĂŶĚ ƚŚƵƐ ƌĞŐƵůĂƚĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƉƌŽƐƉĞĐƚ ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ?The results also demonstrate that 
emotions emerge in different stages of consumption (purchase, use and disposal) 
and that they have a key role in a compensatory process that consumers engage and 
by which ethical and unethical decisions are balanced to maintain psychological 
wellbeing. Final theoretical implications entailed by the qualitative study are the 
development of a guilt taxonomy and description of the guilt management strategies 
employed by consumers to overcome this negative feeling. The practical implications 
are directly related to marketing communications. A part of the managerial 
implications were tested through the experimental design which showed that 
adverts inducing pride and guilt, respectively, determine ethical choice. The finding 
related to the positive influence of the pride advert on ethical behaviour responds to 
the call of some researchers to investigate positive emotions as an alternative to 
marketing communications over-dependent on negative emotions. Other anticipated 
practical implications of the present study are related to the design of adverts that 
can trigger individual types of guilt or a combination, depending on the context and 
the desired level of guilt to be induced. Additionally, the guilt management 
strategies can infoƌŵ ŵĂƌŬĞƚĞƌƐ ? ĐŽƵŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŶŐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŝŵŝŶŐ Ăƚ







This thesis is dedicated to my dad, Petre Ene, for his continuous support and 
encouragement to be the best I can be.  
 
Acknowledgements 
I wish to express my gratitude to my supervisors Andrew Smith and Heidi Winklhofer 
for their assistance, constructive criticism and advice during the preparation of this 
thesis.   
I would like to thank my parents for their understanding and support throughout the 
duration of my studies. I am also grateful to my dearest husband, Ian, who has 
greatly supported me throughout the final year, and especially during the writing up 
period. His advice and endless encouragement were invaluable.   










Table of contents 
 
 
ŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?.1 
 ? ? ?dŚĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ?   Q ? ? 
 ? ? ?DĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚĂŶĚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ?
1.3 Anticipated ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ? ?
 ? ? ?^ƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞƚŚĞƐŝƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ?  Q Q Q ? ?8 
 
ŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?>ŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞZĞǀŝĞǁ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?. ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?10 
 ? ? ?/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ? ?10
2.2 Theories and ŵŽĚĞůƐŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ?12 
 ? ? ?ĂƐŝĐĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q20 
2.4 Self-ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ? ?22 
2.4.1 The roles and functions of SCEs .............................................................23 
 ? ? ? ? ?'Ƶŝůƚ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
 ? ? ? ? ?^ŚĂŵĞ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ? Q ? ? 
 ? ? ? ? ?WƌŝĚĞ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
2.5 Emotions and consumption-ƌĞůĂƚĞĚĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
2.6 ŵŽƚŝŽŶĂůŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂƐƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
 ? ? ?ƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
 ? ? ? ? ?ƚŚŝĐƐ ?ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? 
 ? ? ? ? ?ĞĨŝŶŝŶŐĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚŚĞ ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ? Q Q Q ? Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
2.8 Investigating self-conscious emotions in the context of ethical consumption Q Q ? ? 
2.9 ŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶĂŶĚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
 
ŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?DĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
 ? ? ?/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
3.2  Mixed-methods approach  Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
3.3 DĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇĨŽƌƋƵĂůŝƚĂƚŝǀĞƐƚƵĚǇ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q     Q ?. Q Q ? ? ? 
3.3 ? ?ZĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞĂŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Q ? ? 
3.3.2 Data colleĐƚŝŽŶŵĞƚŚŽĚ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ?.60 
3.3 ? ?^ĂŵƉůŝŶŐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ?..61 
3.3 ? ?ĂƚĂĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q Q62 
3.3 ? ?sĂůŝĚŝƚǇĂŶĚƌĞůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ?.69
3.3.6 Social desirability ďŝĂƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ? ?71 
3.4 DĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐǇĨŽƌƚŚĞĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂůƐƚƵĚǇ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ? Q ? ? ? 
3.4 ? ?>ĂďŽƌĂƚŽƌǇĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ?..72 
3.4 ? ?ǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂůĚĞƐŝŐŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ?.74 
3.4 ? ?dŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚĂŶĚƐĂŵƉůĞ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ?? ?
3.4.4 Questionnaire development and pre-ƚĞƐƚŝŶŐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ?.85
3.4 ? ?ĂƚĂĐŽůůĞĐƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ?.94
3.4 ? ?sĂůŝĚŝƚǇĂŶĚƌĞůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇŽĨĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ?95 
3.4.7 Social desirability bias  Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ?96 
3.5  ^ƵŵŵĂƌǇ Q ? ? Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
 
Chapter 4    Qualitative Findings on the Role of Emotions in Ethical-Unethical 
ŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ^ŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
 ? ? ?/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q   .. ? ? 
 ? ? ?ŝƐƐŽŶĂŶƚďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂƐƚŚĞŶŽƌŵĨŽƌƚŚĞ ‘ŵŽƌĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ůĞƐƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂů
ŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ?
 ? ? ?dŚĞŶĞĞĚƚŽũƵƐƚŝĨǇĚŝƐƐŽŶĂŶƚďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q ? ? ? ? ? ? 
4.4 Compensatory choices ŝŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ?.........104 
4.5 Experience of emotions in ethical-ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
 ? ? ? ? ?ĂƐŝĐƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞĂŶĚŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q     Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? ? 
4.5.2 Self-ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ?
 ? ? ?ŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
 ? ? ?,ǇƉŽƚŚĞƐĞƐĨŽƌƚŚĞĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂůƐƚƵĚǇ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ?131 
 
 
 Chapter 5    Experimental Findings on the Influence of Pride and Guilt on Intentions 
and Behaviour in the Context of ZĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
 ? ? ?/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q     ? ? ? 
 ? ? ?ĂƚĂƐĐƌĞĞŶŝŶŐĂŶĚƚĞƐƚŝŶŐŽĨƐƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐĂůĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ?
 ? ? ?ĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝǀĞƐƚĂƚŝƐƚŝĐƐĂŶĚŵĂŶŝƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĐŚĞĐŬƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ?
5.3.1 ResƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐƉƌŽĨŝůĞ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
 ? ? ? ? ?'ƌŽƵƉĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶĐĞ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ?
5.3.3 Manipulation checks and preliminary findings across groups  Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
5.4 Assessing the implications of the coding procedure for the variable  
 ‘ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
5.5 Testing the relationships between the variables: emotions, intentions and 
ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ?
5.6 Testing the relationships emotions-intentions with EIM dimensions as 
ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? Q ? Q Q Q Q Q ? ?   
5.7 Testing the relationships emotions-behaviour with EIM dimensions as 
ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ?..........154 
 ? ? ?^ƵŵŵĂƌǇ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
 
ŚĂƉƚĞƌ ?ŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?  ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
 ? ? ?/ŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q    ? ? ? ? 
 ? ? ?ZĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞĨŽƌƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q     Q Q Q Q Q162 
 ? ? ?ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ?165 
6.4 Limitations of the present research....................................................................171 
6.5 dŚĞŽƌĞƚŝĐĂůŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
6.6 WƌĂĐƚŝĐĂůŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q  ? ? ? ? ? 
6.7 RecommenĚĂƚŝŽŶƐĨŽƌĨƵƚƵƌĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
6.8 ^ƵŵŵĂƌǇ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
 
List of references Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
Appendices  Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
 List of figures 
 
 
Figure 2.1:  The main constructs of the ATF Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ?
Figure 2.2:  tĂƚƐŽŶĂŶĚ^ƉĞŶĐĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ŵŽĚĞůŽĨĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĂů 
theory  Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
Figure 2.3:  The Model of Goal-Directed Behaviour  Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Figure 3.1:  Stages of the present research Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Figure 3.2:  Stages in the data analysis procedures Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ?
Figure 3.3:  Experimental groups and corresponding stimuli Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Figure 3.4:  Experimental sequence Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? 
Figure 4.1:  Taxonomy of guilt in ethical consumption Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Figure 4.2:  The influence of emotions on decision making in ethical  
ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
Figure 4.3:  Proposed links between variables Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? ? 
Figure 5.1:  Means of pride and guilt across groups Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
Figure 5.2:  A mediated relationship between a predictor and a criterion Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ?
Figure 5.3:  Results for mediation tests for intentions Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
Figure 5.4:  Recycling intentions with interactions between empathy and emotions 
(with 3 levels of empathy) Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
Figure 5.5:  Recycling intentions with interactions between empathy and emotions 
(with 5 levels of empathy) Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Figure 5.7:  Ethical choice probability with the interaction term recognition* 






 List of tables 
 
Table 2.1 Evidence for emotions as independent predictors Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? Q ? ?  
Table 2.2 Evidence for emotions as antecedents of attitude Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? Q ? ? ? 
Table 2.3 Evidence for emotions as moderators and mediators Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? 
Table 2.4 Other relevant studies about emotions  Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? 
Table 3.1 Alternative inquiry paradigms Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
Table 3.2 Comparing and contrasting three types of content Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? 
Table 3.3 Types of coding in grounded theory Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ?
Table 3.4 Themes emerging from data analysis Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
Table 3.5 Scales used for construct measurements Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
dĂďůĞ ? ? ?,ǇƉŽƚŚĞƐŝƐĨŽƌƚŚĞĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂůƐƚƵĚǇ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ?
Table 5.1 RespondeŶƚƐ ?ƉƌŽĨŝůĞďǇĂŐĞĂŶĚƚǇƉĞŽĨĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
dĂďůĞ ? ? ?ŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨƐƵďũĞĐƚƐďǇŐĞŶĚĞƌĂĐƌŽƐƐƚƌĞĂƚŵĞŶƚŐƌŽƵƉƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
dĂďůĞ ? ? ?ŝƐƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨƐƵďũĞĐƚƐďǇůĞǀĞůŽĨĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
Table 5.4 Distribution of subjects by typĞŽĨĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚŝŽŶ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
dĂďůĞ ? ? ?EKsƚĞƐƚĨŽƌĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐŝŶŐƵŝůƚĂŶĚƉƌŝĚĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶŐƌŽƵƉƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
dĂďůĞ ? ? ?DĞĂŶƌĂƚŝŶŐƐĨŽƌŽƚŚĞƌĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂůŐƌŽƵƉƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? ? 
Table 5.7 Correlations of all measured emotions in the guilt ŐƌŽƵƉ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? 
Table 5.8 ŽƌƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨĂůůŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŝĚĞŐƌŽƵƉ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Table 5.9 ANOVA between groups for the recycling intentions index and 
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚŝŶĚĞǆ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Table 5.10 Crosstabulation table for emotional stimulus and the chosen  
ŚŽĐŽůĂƚĞ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ?
dĂďůĞ ? ? ? ?ƌŽƐƐƚĂďƵůĂƚŝŽŶƚĂďůĞĨŽƌ ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ƌĞĂƐŽŶŐŝǀĞŶĨŽƌƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ 
ĐŚŽŝĐĞ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ?
Table 5.12 Linear regression analysis for emotions and intentions (N = 90; dummy 
ĐŽĚŝŶŐ ) Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? Q ? ? ? ? 
Table 5.13 Linear regression analysis for pride and intentions (N = 30; variable 
measured on 5-ƉŽŝŶƚ>ŝŬĞƌƚƐĐĂůĞ ) Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ?6 
 Table 5.14 Linear regression analysis for guilt and intentions (N = 30; variable 
measured on 5-ƉŽŝŶƚ>ŝŬĞƌƚƐĐĂůĞ ) Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
Table 5.15 Summary of mediation analysis between emotions-ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
Table 5.16 Summary of hierĂƌĐŚŝĐĂů ƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ĨŽƌ  ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?
ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q ? ? ? ?
Table 5.17 ^ƵŵŵĂƌǇŽĨŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂůƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĨŽƌ ‘ŽƉƚŝŵŝƐƚŝĐƵƚŝůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q  ? ? ? ? ? 
Table 5.18 ^ƵŵŵĂƌǇŽĨŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂůƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĨŽƌ ‘ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?
ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q.151
Table 5.19 ^ƵŵŵĂƌǇŽĨŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂůƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĨŽƌ ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĂƐ 
 ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? Q Q ? ? ?
Table 5.20 ,ŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂů ůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐ ƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ  ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ĂƐ Ă
ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ Q Q Q Q ? ? Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ?
Table 5.21 DŽĚĞƌĂƚĞĚ ŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂů ůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐ ƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ  ‘ŽƉƚŝŵŝƐƚŝĐ ƵƚŝůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐĂŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q       ? ? ? 
Table 5.22 DŽĚĞƌĂƚĞĚŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂů ůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐ ƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ  ‘ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?
ĂƐĂŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Table 5.23 DŽĚĞƌĂƚĞĚŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂůůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶĨŽƌ ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?as a  
ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ?












 List of appendices 
 
Appendix 1:  Primary emotions Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
Appendix 3.1:  Interview guideline Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Appendix 3.2 PŽĚŝŶŐƐĐŚĞŵĞĨŽƌĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ?? ?
Appendix 3.3: Grounded theory key descriptors  Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Appendix 3.4: Printed version of the pride advert Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? Q ? ? ? 
Appendix 3.5: Questionnaires  Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? ? 
Appendix 3.6: Questionnaire  W ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚĐŚŽŝĐĞ Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? Q ? ? ? ? 
ƉƉĞŶĚŝǆ ? ? ? PZĞůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐĨŽƌ “ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ? Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? ?251 
Appendix 5.1:  Data screening and assumption checks Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? Q ? ? ? ?
Appendix 5.2: Principal component analysis (PCA) for testing common  
method bias Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Appendix 5.3:  Group equivalence testing with ANOVA Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
Appendix 5.4: Manipulation checks and initial findings Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? ? 
Appendix 5.5: Steps for testing the relationships emotions-intentions with EIM 
dimensions as moderators Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Appendix 5.6: Steps for examining the form of interaction of the simple slopes for 
empathy Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q Q ? ? ? ? 
Appendix 5.7: Steps for examining the interaction between recognition and  







 Chapter 1 Introduction 
 
 
1.1 The research background  
A large part of psychology and marketing research has focused on the rational side of 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ĂŶĚ ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ  ?ƐĞĞ ,ĂƐƚŝĞ ĂŶĚ ĂǁĞ ?  ? ? ? ? ?
Koehler and Harvey, 2004). Only in the recent years has the interest in the role of 
emotions increased (Lewis, Haviland-Jones and Barrett, 2008) as the limitations of 
relying only on cognitive variables emerged alongside the potential explanatory 
power of affect. Various theories and frameworks have been put forward in an 
attempt to explain the underlying mechanisms of emotions and their role in generic 
decision making e.g. the Affect-as-Information Model (Clore and Schwartz, 1988); 
the Appraisal-Tendency Theory and Framework (Han, Lerner and Keltner, 2007); The 
Model of Goal-Directed Behaviour (Perugini and Bagozzi, 2001).  This thesis will draw 
upon these theories and seek to enhance the understanding of the role emotions in 
ethical consumption. Given the fact that very little research has been carried out in 
relation to the manifestation and influence of emotions in ethical consumption-
related decisions, this research aims to examine both basic emotions and self-
conscious emotions.  
Basic emotions (also known as primary emotions; e.g. fear, anger, joy, sadness, 
disgust, and surprise) are considered to have adaptative, biological and social 
functions (Plutchnick, 1980; Izard, 1989). They are characterised by spontaneity, 
short duration, and an automatic appraisal which is largely unconscious (Ekman, 
1992). They are an inherent part of the human to life albeit they are less complex 
than other types of emotions, such as self-conscious emotions. 
Self-conscious emotions (SCEs; i.e. shame, guilt, embarrassment and pride) have 
been recently acknowledged as distinct category of emotions. Self-conscious 
emotions are considered complex emotions because they entail processes of self-
awareness, self-representation and self-evaluation (Buss, 2001; Tracy and Robins, 
2004) which are not present in the case of basic emotions. The concept oĨ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ŝƐ
ĐĞŶƚƌĂůƚŽ^Ɛ ?/ŶŽƚŚĞƌǁŽƌĚƐ ?ƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚŽĨƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶŝƐƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐŽǁŶ ‘ƐĞůĨ ?
ǁŚŽ ŝƐ ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ƚŚĞ  ‘ŝĚĞĂů ƐĞůĨ ?  ?dƌĂĐǇ ĂŶĚ ZŽďŝŶƐ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? ǆƚĂŶƚ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ
has revealed the influence that these emotions have in terms of harmonising general 
behaviour, other emotions and thoughts (Campos, 1995; Fisher and Tangney, 1995), 
guiding socially accepted or moral behaviour (Baumeister, Stillwell, and Heatherton, 
1994) and maintaining social relations (Leary, 2004). These emotions are particularly 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞǇƐŝŐŶĂůƚŚƌĞĂƚƐƚŽƚŚĞ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůƐĞůĨ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐƐĞĞŬƚŽĂǀŽŝĚ
(Dickerson and Kemeny, 2004). Altogether, these characteristics point towards the 
fact that SCEs are highly motivational and potentially relevant for the context of 
ethical consumption which includes moral/ethical and social dimensions (Smith, 
1990; Szmigin and Carrigan, 2005). 
There is ample research dedicated to basic emotions in the field of marketing. 
However, much less attention has been paid to SCEs. A large body of literature 
examined the role of guilt in pro-social activities and appeals within the area of 
charity donations (e.g. Hibbert et al., 2007) and volunteering (e.g. Dougherty, 1986). 
Beyond this field, just a few studies have examined the potential relevance of 
negative self-conscious emotions in other areas of consumption (e.g. embarrassment 
and public self-consciousness in actual and future purchasing situations  W Lau-Gesk 
and Drolet, 2005; guilt in generic retail purchase  W Dahl, Honea, and Manchanda, 
2005; shoplifting  W Cox, Cox and Moschis, 1990). A limited number of studies have 
also examined pride in consumption e.g. pride and product desirability (Griskevicius, 
Shiota and Nowlis, 2010) and the effect of emotions on shopping satisfaction 
(Machleit and Mantel, 2001). Nevertheless, there is a clear need for research 
devoted to the role of SCEs in ethical consumption. It is hoped that this research will 
both contribute to this area and demonstrate the necessity for further investigation. 
Within the marketing literature, ethical consumption diverges from the literature 
ĂďŽƵƚ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ĞƚŚŝĐƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĨƌĂƵĚƵůĞŶƚ
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ?  ?'ĂƌĚŶĞƌ ? ,ĂƌƌŝƐ ? ĂŶĚ <ŝŵ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? ^ƚƵĚŝĞƐ ŝŶ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ŚĂǀĞ
ůŽŽŬĞĚ Ăƚ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ŝŶvolvement in positive behaviours such as fair trade (e.g. 
Fridell, 2006), green products and consumers (Laroche, Bergeron, and Barbaro-
Forleo, 2001), recycling (Jackson et al., 1993) and child labour (e.g. Edmonds and 
Pavcnik, 2002).  A part of the ethical consumptio literature examined cognitive 
ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐŝŶĂŶĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƚŽĞǆƉůĂŝŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?DĞŐŝĐŬƐ ?DĞŵĞƌǇĂŶĚ
Williams, 2008) for engaging or discounting ethical choices ( e.g. quality, price, brand 
instead of ethics (Cowe and Williams, 2000); knowledge pressure, individual power 
 ?DĐĂĐŚĞƌŶ Ğƚ Ăů ? ?  ? ? ? ? ) ĂŶĚ ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ŶŽƌŵƐ  ?Ğ ?Ő ? dŚʔŐĞƌƐĞŶ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ) ?
Simultaneously, models of rational decision making incorporating some of these 
variables have been advanced (e.g. Shaw, Shiu and Clarke, 2000; Uusitalo and 
Oksanen, 2004). Despite this large body of research, work is still needed in order to 
ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĚŝƐƐŽŶĂŶƚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ĂƐ ĂŶ ĞǆƉŽŶĞŶƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ-behaviour 
gap (Chatzidakis et al., 2007). Additionally, while some of the cognitive variables can 
ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ƐŽŵĞ ŽĨ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ďĞǇŽŶĚ ƚŚĞ
cognitive component of the decision making process is required for a more complete 
understanding of this multifaceted process. The findings relating to emotions in 
ethical consumption are limited and they are confined to feelings of discomfort 
(Szmigin, Carrigan, and McEachern, 2009), guilt (Dahl, Honea, and Manchanda, 2003) 
and guilt as a motivator for voluntary simplifiers (Leonard-Barton and Rogers, 1980). 
These preliminary insights demand further investigation of emotions not only as 
outcomes of ethical/unethical choices but also as determinants of behaviour, across 
consumers with different degrees of ethical concern.  
The timeliness of further research in the area of ethical consumption is reinforced by 
the interest shown by businesses, governments and consumers. The latest Ethical 
Consumerism Report of the Co-ŽƉ ĂŶŬ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƌĞǀĞĂůĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ
on ethical products and services has increased in 2009 in all major areas: ethical food 
and drinking (by 27 % since 2007, total value of £6.5 billion), green home 
expenditure (e.g. energy efficient electrical appliances and energy efficient light 
bulb; £7.1 billion), eco-travel and transport (by 23 % since 2007, total value of £2.7 
billion), ethical personal products (e.g. ethical clothing, charity shop sales, ethical 
banking and investments; by 29 % since 2007, total value of £1.8 billion). Overall, the 
results of the Co-ŽƉ ĂŶŬ ƐƵƌǀĞǇ ƐŚŽǁ ĂŶ ƵƉǁĂƌĚ ƚƌĞŶĚ ĨŽƌ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?single 
engagement in ethical consumption (i.e. at least once in 2009). Interestingly for this 
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ?ƚŚĞĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐĂůƐŽƉŽŝŶƚƚŽĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ƐĞůĨ-reported guilt due 
to an unethical purchase (i.e. 34 % in 2010 compared to 17 % in 1999).  
Both policy makers and private organisations display a growing interest in 
encouraging ethical considerations, at the individual and household level. This is 
reflected in the on-going ethical consumption-related campaigns carried out by 
various parties e.g. charities, supermarkets, banks. Events such as the Fairtrade 
Fortnight 2011 (Fairtrade Organisation, 2011), the NSPCC fundraising campaign 
through recycling (UKFundraising, 2011) also reflect the current interest in the 
ethical consumption movement. 
Within the consumption cycle, recycling is a distinct issue of interest to both British 
and European policy makers. The EU Directive 94/62/EC on Packaging and Packaging 
Waste, which set a target of minimum of a 60 % by weight of total packaging waste 
to be recycled, is a reflection of the interest in this matter. However, according to 
Defra (2011) these targets are difficult to meet in certain regions e.g. the recycling 
rates of total household waste in England in 2009/10 were as low as 15.69% for 
green recycling and 24.02% for dry recycling. Targets are unlikely to be met without 
a better understanding of the determinants of recycling. This demonstrates the 
ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ ŽĨ ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ĞǆĂŵŝŶŝŶŐ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ĂƌĞĂ ŽĨ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů
consumption.  
Overall, such campaigns and regulations indicate the continuous interest of different 
ĂĐƚŽƌƐ ŝŶ ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŶŐ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŝŶ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ  W whether 
related to purchase, actual consumption or disposal  W and thus the practical 




1.2 Methodological approach and research objectives 
The present research is located in the positivism paradigm. It employed a mixed-
ŵĞƚŚŽĚ ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚ ƚŽ ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ ďƌŽĂĚ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ P  ‘tŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ƌŽůĞ ŽĨ
self-conscious emotŝŽŶƐŝŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ? ? ?
Given the limited research about emotions in the context of ethical consumption, a 
qualitative study employing semi-structured in-depth interviews was designed as the 
initial stage of this research. Interviews were conducted with 31 British consumers 
living in the East Midlands region  W England, between January and April 2010. The 
interviewees were recruited through snowball sampling using social networks. The 
interviews aimed to uncover the emotional experiences that consumer experience 
during both ethical and unethical consumption episodes. Specifically, the qualitative 
stage was aiming to: 
ZK ? P dŽ ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞ ǁŚĂƚ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĐĐƵƌ ŝŶ ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ĂŶĚ
ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐůǇ ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ? 
RO2: To understand the anatomy of emotions in ethical consumer choice i.e. 
in terms of any discernible taxonomy, intensity, sources of elicitation, 
ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶĞƚĐ ?ĂŶĚŚŽǁĚŽƚŚĞǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ
making. 
RO3: To examine if and how consumers manage the emotions aroused by 
 ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ? 
With respect to RO1, self-conscious emotions would seem to be the most likely 
candidates but this proposition required evidence.  With respect to RO2, the aim was 
to relate findings to the psychological literature referred to in Chapter 2. 
Based on the findings of the qualitative study, which identified pride and guilt as the 
two most salient SCEs, a laboratory experiment was designed as the second stage of 
the project. The experiment was carried out in April and May 2011. It followed a 
random groups design layout with a sample of 90 students which were equally 
distributed across three groups (i.e. each group included 30 subjects) and assigned to 
only one of the three conditions: guilt, pride and control. The experiment aimed at 
examining the influence of pride- and guilt-inducing adverts in the context of 
recycling. The specific objectives of the experiment were: 
RO4: To examine and compare the effect of adverts inducing pride and guilt 
ŽŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞntions and actual ethical behaviour (i.e. 
expressed as product choice). 
RO5:  To examine the moderating role of the emotional information 
management concept (EIM) in relation to the links SCEs  W intentions and SCEs 
 W behaviour. 
 
1.3 Anticipated contributions  
The expected implications of the present research are both theoretical and practical. 
Several potential theoretical implications are anticipated. The present research is 
likely to contribute to the literature on ethical consumption by redirecting the focus 
about the decision making progress from a cognitive perspective to one that holds 
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ Ăƚ ŝƚƐ ĐĞŶƚƌĞ ? dŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐ  ‘ĚĞĐůĂƌĞĚ ?ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ ĂŵŽŶŐ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ
about the ethical dimensions incorporated in the products and services that they 
purchase. However, as past research has shown the attitude-behaviour gap is 
obvious among consumers (Chatzidakis, Hibbert, and Smith, 2007). Previous studies 
tried to explain gap for consumers with strong ethical orientations (e.g. Szmigin, 
Carrigan and McEachern, 2009; McEarchern et al., 2010) and they have not looked 
ďĞǇŽŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ďǇ ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ?ĂƐ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
narratives. The aim of this thesis was to examine the role of self-conscious emotions 
in both ethical and unethical choices, within the field of ethical consumption, and to 
ƵƐĞŽĨĂƐĂŵƉůĞƚŚĂƚŝŶĐůƵĚĞƐ ‘ŵŽƌĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ůĞƐƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĨƚĞƌĂůů ?ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐ
of ethical consumption, both companies and governments are concerned with 
encouraging ethical behaviour among all consumers irrespective of the level of 
ethical concerns.   
ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŝŶ ƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐǇ ŚĂƐ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐĞĚ ŚŽǁ ^Ɛ ? ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ ŽĨ ƐĞůĨ-awareness, 
self-evaluation, morality (Tracy and Robins, 2004) are key motivators for generic 
human behaviour and a signal of hoǁŽŶĞ ?ƐĐŚŽŝĐĞƐĐĂŶĞŶĚĂŶŐĞƌƐŽĐŝĂůƐƚĂƚƵƐĂŶĚ
image (Dickerson and Kemeny, 2004).  However, less research has been dedicated to 
SCEs, in particular in relation to pride, shame and embarrassment, in generic and 
ethical consumption. Thus it is foreseen that the qualitative findings could benefit 
research both in psychology and marketing by offering timely additional insights into 
the elicitation, manifestation and management of self-conscious emotions. While 
there is some knowledge about the underlying mechanisms and influences of SCEs in 
other areas of human behaviour and decision making, no previous research findings 
can be used to understand how these emotions drive decision making in the context 
of ethical consumption. It is expected that the present research will uncover a 
dynamic and complex decision process that captures the lifecycle of these emotions, 
their levels of intensity, and the interactions between SCEs and other rational 
variables or even with basic emotions (e.g. sadness, happiness, excitement; these are 
emotions that do not imply an evaluation of the self and the behaviours generated 
by the self). Additional, findings about how consumers manage emotions might 
reveal further insights about cognitive dissonance and might add to the complexity 
of the decision making process. Such insights would be of particular interest to 
marketers as they would potentially offer explanations for how consumers overcome 
negative emotions, such as guilt, shame, embarrassment, which are supposed to 
discourage unethical choices.  
The expected practical implications of this thesis are mainly related to marketing 
communications. The results of the experimental study are expected to reveal the 
impact of self-conscious emotions on intentions and actual behaviour and thus offer 
evidence for the suitability of such emotion-inducing adverts in influencing 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƉƌŽĚƵĐƚĐŚŽŝĐĞ ?EĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ^ƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶ ůĂƌŐĞůǇ
employed in pro-social marketing communications (e.g. charity giving, anti-drinking, 
health) but the use and impacts of positive emotions (i.e. pride) has been completely 
overlooked. If proven successful, such pride-inducing marketing communications can 
be presented as an alternative to advertising relying on negative emotions. This 
contribution is particular significant since some consumers started to develop 
 ‘ŝŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ? ƚŽ ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ĨƌĂŵĞĚ ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚƵƐ ƚŚĞǇ ĚŽ ŶŽƚ
engage in the target behaviour set by marketers (Brennan and Binney, 2010). 
Alternatively, understanding about how consumers manage negative emotions could 
be also of use for practitioners. This might serve as the basis for developing 
offsetting strategies which could be employed in marketing communications in an 
attempt to neutralise the techniques used by consumers to justify and sustain 
unethical behaviour.  
 
1.4 Structure of the thesis 
The thesis is organised in six chapters comprising: an introduction, a literature 
review, a methodology chapter, the qualitative study, the experimental study and 
conclusions. 
The literature review is presented in Chapter 2 and offers insights from the two 
disciplines that form the basis of the present research  W psychology and marketing. 
The psychology literature presents first the main theories and models of emotions. 
This is followed by a review of the research about self-conscious emotions, in 
particular guilt, shame and pride. The marketing literature is focused on aspects of 
consumer behaviour and ethical consumption, and it highlights the disregard of basic 
and self-conscious emotions in the investigation of ethical-unethical choices.  
Chapter 3 discusses the mixed methods approach of his research. First, the 
methodology for the qualitative study is discussed in terms of rationale, data 
collection method, sampling and data analysis procedures. The next part of this 
chapter presents the methodology for the experimental study. Several aspects are 
discussed here: suitability of laboratory experiments, the present experimental 
design, the context and the sample, questionnaire development and pre-testing and 
data collection.  
Chapter 4 discusses the analysis and presents the findings for the qualitative study 
which explored the elicitation and manifestation of emotions in the context of 
ethical consumption, with reference to both ethical and unethical choices.  
Chapter 5 presents the results of laboratory experimental study which tested the 
research hypotheses that were developed following the findings of the qualitative 
study the literature review in the field of psychology and ethical consumption. The 
ĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚŚĂƐ ƚĞƐƚĞĚƚŚĞ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞŽĨƉƌŝĚĞ ĂŶĚŐƵŝůƚ ? ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
recycling intentions and actual ethical behaviour (measured through choice of a 
product with recyclable packaging) and the moderating impact of the emotional 
information management dimensions. 
The final part of the thesis, Chapter 6, summarises the rationale for this research and 
the findings of the qualitative and quantitative study. It also highlights the 
theoretical and practical implications of the present research, followed by a debate 
















Recent research (see Freestone and McGoldrick, 2008; Harrison et al., 2005) and 
organisational reports (e.g. Co-op Bank report, 2010) show an increasing concern 
among consumers in relation to the ethical dimension of the purchased products and 
services, ranging from ethical food and drinking, to ethical banking and investments, 
to recycling. Despite the self-confessed ethical attitudes, latest research shows that 
the attitude-behaviour gap is pronounced among even the highly ethical consumers 
(e.g. Chatzidakis, Hibbert, and Smith, 2007; Szmigin, Carrigan and McEachern, 2009). 
Such findings are obviously disconcerting for some policy makers and private 
organisations interested in encouraging ethical consumption behaviour (i.e. in terms 
of purchase, use and disposal), both at the individual and household level. Research 
has largely relied on the examination of cognitive variables involved in the decision 
ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĞƚŚŝĐĂů Žƌ ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĨŝĞůĚ ŽĨ
ethical consumption (see Devinney, Auger and Eckhardt, 2010). For example the 
influence of quality, price, convenience (Cowe and Williams, 2000), personal norms 
(Osterhus, 1997), values (Shaw et al., 2005), beliefs (Shaw, Shiu and Clarke, 2000) 
have been researched in an attempt to explain both consumers ethical motivations 
and the attitude-behaviour gap. Despite this work, a complete understanding of 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĂŶĚƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŚĂƐŶŽƚďĞĞŶĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚ ?ŶĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶ
for this might be the fact that other key variables such as emotions have been 
overlooked. Research in psychology has investigated the influence of various types of 
emotions. Overall, the large body of literature in this area has concluded that 
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ĐĂŶ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŽŶ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ĚĞƐŝƌĞƐ ? ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐƚual behaviour (see 
Lewis, Haviland-Jones and Barrett, 2008). A particular category of emotions that has 
been overlooked is that of self-conscious emotions (e.g. pride, guilt, shame) which 
have been shown to be highly motivational in other areas of human behaviour. 
However, these have been disregarded in the context of ethical consumption along 
with other types of emotions. 
Thus this chapter reviews the key studies within the psychology literature, 
concerning emotions, and the consumer behaviour literature, concerning ethical 
consumption. The review presented here will offer detail insights into extant 
knowledge, the gaps, and research opportunities, and it will enable to develop the 
research questions for a qualitative study which represents the first stage of the 
present research. The review of the consumer behaviour literature might also 
indicate the possibility of undertaking a follow up experimental study (which would 
test for the relationships emotions-intentions/actual behaviour and the possibility of 
cŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚ  ‘ŵŽƚŝŽŶ /ŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ? ĂƐ Ă ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ ĨŽƌ
these links); provided that the qualitative study generated findings that would justify 
this second research stage. 
This chapter starts with the definition of emotions and discussion of the most 
relevant theories of emotions (Section 2.2) which demonstrate their influence both 
on generic and specific contexts of decision making. The next section (Section 2.3) 
discusses the features of basic emotions, while Section 2.4 defines and presents the 
key characteristics of self-conscious emotions (SCEs). Within this section detailed 
discussion of the core SCEs (i.e. shame, guilt and pride) is undertaken in order to 
reflect their potential strong motivational role in the context of ethical consumption. 
In Section 2.5 emotions  W both basic and SCEs  W are reviewed in relation to 
consumption-related decisions and Section 2.6 presents the rationale for considering 
the construct Emotional Information Management (EIM) as a potential moderator 
between emotions and decisional outcome variables. Within Section 2.7 a discussion 
of the main findings and gaps within the ethical consumption literature, with links to 
the emotional side of decision making, are presented. Section 2.8 presents summary 
of the rationale for investigating self-conscious emotions in the context of ethical 
consumption. Finally, the chapter concludes with a summary and research questions 
that were developed based on the reviewed literatures.  
2.2 Theories and models of emotions    
The term affect, sometimes defined as a valenced feeling state (Cohen and Areni, 
1991), is a threefold concept that includes emotions, moods and affective 
personality traits. Although some marketing studies have used this term 
interchangeably, a distinction should be made between moods, emotions, and 
affective personality traits.  Mood is a type of affect characterised by low intensity, 
longer duration (Cohen and Areni, 1991) and it is a less specific response to the 
environment (Frijda, 1993). Emotions have a higher intensity and shorter duration 
and it implies the identification of an object as a direct source for its elicitation 
(Cohen and Areni, 1991). Also, unlike in the case of moods, people are often aware 
of the emotions that they experience (Frijda, 1993). Affective personality traits 
include dimensions such as optimism, pessimism represent individual inclinations 
and they are not generated by a particular stimulus (Pieters and Van Raaij, 1988).
1
 
A comprehensive definition of emotions identifies them aƐ  ‘Ă ƵŶŝǀĞƌƐĂů ? ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶĂů
reaction to an external stimulus event, temporarily integrating physiological, 
cognitive, phenomenological, and behavioural channels to facilitate a fitness-
enhancing, environment-ƐŚĂƉŝŶŐ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ?  ?<ĞůƚŶer and 
Shiota, 2003: 89).
2
 dŚŝƐĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐƐƚĞŵƐĨƌŽŵ>ĂǌĂƌƵƐ ?Ɛ ? ? ?   )ĞĂƌůŝĞƌ
view on emotions which suggests that three attributes delineate emotions  W 
subjective affect, physiological changes and action impulses.  Cohen and Areni (1991) 
regĂƌĚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐĂƐŵĂƌŬĞƌƐ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞƚƌĂĐĞƐ )ǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞƐƚŽƌĞĚŝŶĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ
memory and subsequently recovered in order to inform a decision; these affective 
traces influence subsequent judgements (Westbrook and Oliver, 1991: 85). However, 
 ‘ƚŚĞƌĞůĂtionship between emotions and decision is bidirectional and the positive or 
ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞ ŽĨ Ă ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ĐĂŶ ƉƌŽĨŽƵŶĚůǇ ĂĨĨĞĐƚ ƚŚĞ ĚĞĐŝĚĞƌ ?Ɛ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ ?
(Schwartz, 2000: 435).    
                                                          
1
 Additionally, a distinction should be made between affect and attitude. While attitude entails the 
positive or negative evaluation of an object (Solomon, 2011) and takes the shape of an evaluative 
judgement, affect (including emotions) is a valanced feeling state (Cohen and Areni, 1991). 
 
2
 This definition is similar to that put forward by (Kleinginna and Kleinginna, 1981: 355) which 
ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐĂƐ ‘ĂƐĂĐŽŵƉůĞǆƐĞƚŽĨŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ QǁŚŝĐŚĐĂŶŐŝǀĞƌŝƐĞƚŽĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ?
generate cognitive processes, activate widespread physiological adjustments to the arousing 
conditions, and lead to ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƌƚŚĂƚŝƐŽĨƚĞŶ ?ďƵƚŶŽƚĂůǁĂǇƐ ?ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐŝǀĞ ?ŐŽĂůĚŝƌĞĐƚĞĚ ?ĂŶĚĂĚĂƉƚŝǀĞ ? ? 
The research on emotions has generated a series of theories on the influence of 
affect on judgements and behaviour. Generally, these theories have been developed 
in relation to generic social contexts followed by applications to marketing-related 
situations. A summary of the key theories which are relevant to the present research 
are delineated below.   
An early theory on the role of affect is The Affect Priming Theory (Bower, 1981). This 
theory states that affective experience primes ideas and memories which have an 
impact on reasoning and behaviour i.e. dealing with different tasks. In contrast to 
Bower (1981), the Affect-as-Information Model (Clore and Schwartz, 1988) does not 
see affect merely as a primer but as a source of information. In other words, the 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐƵƐĞƚŚĞŚĞƵƌŝƐƚŝĐŽĨ ‘,ŽǁĚŽ/ĨĞĞůĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ? ?ǁŚĞŶŵĂŬŝŶŐĚĞĐisions and it 
is the affective experience of a past event which influences the decision made at 
present time in an unrelated context. According to this theory, affect can influence 
judgements in a series of situations such as risk, life satisfaction, and morality (see 
Clore and Huntsinger, 2007). The Affect-as-Information Model was subsequently 
validated in the context of social interactions and decisions (Ketelaar and Au, 2003). 
dŚŝƐ ƌĞǀĞĂůĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƵŶĚĞƌ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĂĨĨĞĐƚ-as-ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ? ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ĂĨĨĞĐƚ ĐĂŶ Ɖƌovide 
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŶŽƚŽŶůǇ ĨŽƌ  ‘ƵŶƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ? ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐďƵƚĨŽƌ  ‘ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ ?ŽŶĞƐ ĂƐǁĞůů ŝ ?Ğ ?Ă
situation that shares similarities to the situation that initially elicited a certain 
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶ ?/ŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ?<ĞƚĞůĂĂƌĂŶĚƵ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƚƵĚǇƐŚŽǁĞĚƚŚĂƚŐƵŝůƚƚƌŝŐgered by 
ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ĐŽŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƐŽĐŝĂů ďĂƌŐĂŝŶŝŶŐ ŐĂŵĞƐ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚ ƉůĂǇĞƌƐ ? ƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚ
cooperative behaviour. 
 
The Affect Infusion Model (AIM) was elaborated by Forgas (1995) in response to the 
need to develop a more comprehensive theory that would integrate both the affect-
as-information model and the affect priming model. The affect infusion was defined 
ĂƐ  ‘ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ǁŚĞƌĞďǇ ĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ůŽĂĚed information exerts an influence on and 
becomes incorporated into the judgmental process, entering into the judge's 
ĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚĞǀĞŶƚƵĂůůǇĐŽůŽƌŝŶŐƚŚĞũƵĚŐŵĞŶƚĂůŽƵƚĐŽŵĞ ? ?&ŽƌŐĂƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ?/Ŷ
the formulation of this model, Forgas was particularly interested in how the 
influence of affect carries into the judgment of a situation unrelated to the one that 
triggered the affect. More specifically, the AIM (Forgas, 1995: 40) specifies four 
strategies that can use different degrees of affect infusion: (1) the direct access of a 
preexisting evaluation; (2) motivated processing in service of a pre-existing 
evaluation; (3) a heuristic, simplified strategy; and (4) a substantive, generative 
processing strategy
3
. This typology of strategies actually highlights the fact the 
influence of affect on judgement can take place in different situations irrespective of 
their complexity or characteristics. Although initial references to AIM were made in 
relation to moods, subsequent studies confirmed its applicability to emotions as 
well.
4
 For example, Forgas and George (2001) have demonstrated the impact of 
emotions  W ŵĞĚŝĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ƚŚĞ /D ?Ɛ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŽŶ ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ  W on various 
work-related behaviours e.g. creativity, interpersonal judgements, negotiation 
behaviour etc.  
 
The Differential Emotion Theory (DET) was developed by Izard (1977, 1989) and it 
includes principles describing the key functions of emotions. The latest version of 
DET includes seven principles but three of them are of particular interest with 
reference to the emotions-intentions and emotions-behaviour links. Principle 3 
ƐƚĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚ P ‘ŵŽƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶĂůĂŶĚŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂů ?ƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇďǇǀŝƌƚƵĞŽĨƚŚĞŝƌ
experiential or feeling component. Emotion feelings constitute the primary 
motivational component of mental operations and overt behavior ? ?WƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ?ĐůĂŝŵƐ
ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ďĂƐŝĐ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ ŚĞůƉ ŽƌŐĂŶŝǌĞ ĂŶĚŵŽƚŝǀĂƚĞ ƌĂƉŝĚ  ?ĂŶĚ ŽĨƚĞŶ ŵŽƌĞ-or-
less automatic though malleable) actions that are critical for adaptive responses to 
immediate challenges to survival or wellbeing. In emotion schemas, the neural 
systems and mental processes involved in emotion feelings, perception, and 
                                                          
3
 The last two strategies are considered to allow more affect infusion where the heuristic processing is 
 ‘ŵŽƐƚůŝŬĞůǇǁŚĞŶƚŚĞƚĂƌŐĞƚŝƐƐŝŵƉůĞŽƌŚŝŐŚůǇƚǇƉŝĐĂů ?ƚŚĞƉĞƌƐŽŶal relevance of the judgment is low, 
there are no specific motivational objectives, the judge has limited cognitive capacity, and the 
ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĚĞŵĂŶĚ ĂĐĐƵƌĂĐǇ Žƌ ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ ? ĂŶĚ ƐƵďƐƚĂŶƚŝǀĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ ŝƐ  ‘ŵŽƌĞ
likely when the target is complex or typical and the judge has no specific motivation to pursue, has 
adequate cognitive capacity, and is motivated to be accurate, possibly because of explicit or implicit 
situational demands. The current approach suggests that such substantive processing is, in essence, a 
default option adopted only when simpler and less effortful processing strategies prove inadequate to 
ƚŚĞũƵĚŐŵĞŶƚĂůƚĂƐŬ ? ?&ŽƌŐĂƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ? 
 
4
 In the psychology literature affect is used as a term that describes both the concepts of moods and 
emotions. 
cognition interact continually and dynamically in generating and monitoring thought 
ĂŶĚĂĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?&ŝŶĂůůǇ ?ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽWƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ? ‘ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƵƚŝůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇĚĞƉĞŶĚĞnt 
on effective emotion-cognition interactions, is adaptive thought or action that stems, 
in part, directly from the experience of emotion feeling/motivation and in part from 
ůĞĂƌŶĞĚĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞ ?ƐŽĐŝĂů ?ĂŶĚďĞŚĂǀŝŽƌĂůƐŬŝůůƐ ? ?/ǌĂƌĚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ) ? 
The Appraisal Tendency Approach (Lerner and Keltner, 2000) is a model describing 
the emotion-specific influence on judgement and choice.  The model stems from the 
cognitive appraisal theories (i.e. Smith and Ellsworth, 1985) which acknowledge that 
emotions can be differentiated on the basis of several dimensions (i.e. certainty, 
pleasantness, attentional activity, control, anticipated effort, and responsibility) and 
from the functional approaches to emotions (i.e. Fridja, 1986; Oatley and Johnson-
Laird, 1996) which state emotions aid the individual in managing negative situations 
and harvesting positive situations. The core concept of the Appraisal Tendency 
Approach is the appraisal tendency ǁŚŝĐŚ ƌĞĨĞƌƐ ƚŽ  ‘ƚŚĞ ƉƌĞĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĞ
future events in line with the central-appraisal dimensions that triggered the 
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĂů ƚĞŶĚĞŶĐŝĞƐĂƌĞ  ‘ŐŽĂů-directed processes through which 
emotions exert effects on judgement and choice until the emotion-eliciting problem 
ŝƐƐŽůǀĞĚ ? ?>ĞƌŶĞƌĂŶĚ<ĞůƚŶĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ? 
 
This theory has subsequently informed the development of the Appraisal-Tendency 
Framework (ATF  W Han, Lerner and Keltner, 2007) which was initially validated in the 
context of feelings and consumer decision making (Figure 2.1). Within this 
framework the ĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĂů ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ^ŵŝƚŚ ĂŶĚ ůůƐǁŽƌƚŚ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞ
dimensions that prescribe specific appraisal patterns for each emotion. Additionally, 
every single emotion also holds a specific appraisal theme which should be seen in 
the light of the interaction between the individual and the environment (Lazarus, 
1991). For example, the appraisal theme that characterises anxiety is the 
 ‘ƵŶĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƚǇ ŽĨ ĞǆŝƐƚĞŶƚŝĂů ƚŚƌĞĂƚƐ ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ǁŝůů ďĞ ƐƚƌŝǀŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƌĞĚƵĐĞ
(Raghunathan and Pham, 1999). The experience of a particular emotion (whether 
anxiety, happiness, fear) will subsequently lead to appraisal tendencies which are 
formed of the basis of specific appraisal dimensions and appraisal themes. The 
framework shows that emotions not only direct individuals to react to a present 
situation but they will also impact on future judgement and behaviour, and this is an 
influence mediated by changes generated in the content and depth of thought. 
In short, the framework shows that specific emotions in conjunction with their 
appraisal dimensions and appraisal themes generate particular appraisal tendencies. 
In turn, these alter the content and depth of thought ǁŚŝĐŚŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ
judgement or decision.  
 
Figure 2.1 The main constructs of the ATF (Han, Lerner and Keltner, 2007) 
 
The Broad-and-Build Theory of Positive Emotions (Fredickson, 2004) describes the 
contribution of positive emotions (in particular joy, interest, contentment and love) 
in broadening the thought-action repertoire of individuals. According to Fredrickson 
 ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ? ) ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ďĞĂƌ ŽŶ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞƐ P Ă ) ďƌŽĂĚĞŶ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛ
attention and thinking; b) undo lingering of negative emotional arousal; c) fuel 
psychological resilience; d) build consequential personal resources; e) trigger upward 
spirals towards greater well-being in the future; and f) seed human flourishing. 
Overall, this theory is important to the present research because it highlights the fact 
that positive emotions could influence decision making in several ways. 
A Model of Cognitive Appraisal Theory (Figure 2.2) was developed by Watson and 
Spence (2007) by selectively integrating key concepts from early cognitive appraisal 
theories (e.g. Frijda, 1987; Roseman, 1991; Smith and Elsworth, 1985; Ortony et al., 
1988; Johnson and Steward, 2005). This theory proposes that the characteristics of 
an event (i.e. outcome desirability, agency, fairness and certainty) give rise to a 
certain emotion which cause specific consumer behaviours manifested especially in 
the area of decision making, satisfaction and post-purchase behaviours. Watson and 
Spence (2007) argue that the outcome desirability appraisal dimension is particularly 
representative for emotions such as pride and guilt because they represent self-




&ŝŐƵƌĞ ? ? ?tĂƚƐŽŶĂŶĚ^ƉĞŶĐĞ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ŵŽĚĞůŽĨĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĂůƚŚĞŽƌǇ 
 
The Model of Goal-Directed Behaviour (Perugini and Bagozzi, 2001) integrates 
elements of several theories of emotions and elements of the Theory of Planned 
Behaviour (TPB; Ajzen, 1991). As shown in Figure 2.3, the key variables in the model 
are the new dimensions: positive and negative anticipated emotions and desires. 
Also, personal goals are referents of emotionƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂƌĞ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
contemplation of goal achievement or goal failure outcomes. The model shows that 
the influence of anticipated emotions on intention is not direct but mediated by the 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐĚĞƐŝƌĞƚŽĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĂĐĞƌƚĂŝŶŐŽĂů ?dŚĞĨƌĂŵĞǁŽƌk was tested by Perugini 
and Bagozzi (2001) in two studies which revealed that anticipated positive emotions
5
 
have an influence on intentions and behaviour related to exercising and dieting, 
whereas anticipated negative emotions
6




Figure 2.3 The Model of Goal-Directed Behaviour (Perugini and Bagozzi, 2001: 80) 
Overall the theories and models presented above present the underlying 
mechanisms of emotions and introduce several perspectives on how feelings might 
influence generic decision making and consumption decisions, and thus support the 
proposition that emotions are central to decision making, and thus they are relevant 
for investigation in the context of ethical consumption decision making. However, 
certain limitations can be observed. Though one of the first theories to acknowledge 
ƚŚĞŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐŝŶĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐ ?ŽǁĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚŚĞŽƌǇŝƐůŝŵŝƚĞĚƐŝŶĐĞ
ŝƚ ƌĞĚƵĐĞƐ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ŽĨ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ŵĞƌĞůǇ Ă  ‘ƉƌŝŵĞƌ ĞĨĨĞĐƚ ? ? dhe Affect-as-
Information Model (Clore and Schwartz, 1988) represents a progress in the study of 
                                                          
5
 Measured as an index of various emotions e.g. excited, happy, proud. 
6
 Measured as an index of different negative feeling e.g. angry, guilty, ashamed, depressed. 
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŚŝĐŚ ? ĂĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚŝƐ ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ? ĂƌĞ ƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚ ĂƐ Ă  ‘ƐŚŽƌƚĐƵƚ ? ĨŽƌ
decision making. Moreover, a couple of issues can be mentioned in relation to this 
model. Firstly,  since Clore and Schwartz (1988) focus on decision guided only by the 
ĂŶƐǁĞƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ  ‘,Žǁ ĚŽ / ĨĞĞů ĂďŽƵƚ ŝƚ ? ? ƚŚĞŝƌ ŵŽĚĞů ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ƚĂŬĞ ŝŶƚŽ
account an interaction between emotions and reasoning, which is true for more 
complex types of decision making. This importance of this aspect in acknowledged 
ďǇ/ǌĂƌĚ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂůŵŽƚŝŽŶdŚĞŽƌǇ ?ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ŚŝĐŚWƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ?ƐƚĂƚĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ
utilisation of emotions requires effective emotion-cognition interactions. Secondly, 
ƚŚĞŵŽĚĞů ?Ɛ explanatory power is limited because it does not describe in detail the 
underlying mechanisms which determine emotions to act as automatic decision 
rules.  
Unlike the four theories discussed above, the models stemming from the cognitive 
appraisal theories have a much greater potential to inform consumer behaviour 
research because they propose that, while all emotions have the potential to 
influence decision making, this influence differs from one emotion to another 
because each emotion is defined by specific dimensions; this is true even among 
emotions with the same valence i.e. positive or negative. The two models presented 
in the in this chapter reflecting the cognitive appraisal theories are the Appraisal 
Tendency Theory (see Figure 1.1) and Watson and SƉĞŶĐĞ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) DŽĚĞů ŽĨ
Cognitive Appraisal Theory (2007). There is some degree of overlap between the two 
models in terms of the included cognitive appraisals (i.e. certainty=certainty; 
control=agency). Alternatively, among the aspects that differentiate the two models 
ĂƌĞ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶŽĨ ƚŚĞ  ‘ŽƵƚĐŽŵĞĚĞƐŝƌĂďŝůŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĨĂŝƌŶĞƐƐ ?ĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĂůĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶ ŝŶ
tĂƚƐŽŶ ĂŶĚ ^ƉĞŶĐĞ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂƌĞ ƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚ ĨŽƌ ^ƐƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ƉƌŝĚĞ ĂŶĚ ŐƵŝůƚ ?
Another difference between the models is the end outcome that they present. The 
ƉƉƌĂŝƐĂůdĞŶĚĞŶĐǇdŚĞŽƌǇĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞƐŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇǁŝƚŚ  ‘ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ? ?ǁŚŝůĞ
ƚŚĞ ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ŵŽĚĞů ŝƐ ŵŽƌĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ďǇ ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ƚŽ  ‘ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ? ƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ŽƚŚĞƌ
post-ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌƐ ? ?dŚŝƐƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĂŶŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐƉƌŽƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƚŽĞǆƉůŽƌĞŝ ?Ğ. 
what happens at an emotional level after consumers have engaged in a certain type 
ŽĨ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? dŚĞ ĨŝŶĂů ŵŽĚĞů ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚŝƐ ƌĞǀŝĞǁ ŝƐ WĞƌƵŐŝŶŝ ĂŶĚ ĂŐŽǌǌŝ ?Ɛ
(2001) Model of Goal-Directed Behaviour which integrates cognitive variables and 
affective variables i.e. anticipated positive and negative emotions.  
Arguably each of the models presented above could be, in some way, tested or 
validated in the context of ethical consumption thus claiming some reasonable 
ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? ,Žwever, the limitations discussed above 
suggest that relying on one of them is a restrictive approach, particularly since 
evidence relating to emotions in ethical consumption is still emerging. A starting 
point for the research into this topic would assume an exploratory approach that is 
not confined to certain cognitive variables, certain emotions and particular cognitive 
appraisals dimensions. Rather, such an exploration would be informed by the models 
above. Furthermore, such an exploratory approach is appropriate given the fact that 
emotions might arise at different stages in the consumption cycle and none of these 
models captures the dynamic aspect of emotions. 
In summary, given the limited research about the manifestation of emotions in 
ethical consumption, this research aims to adopt a non-restrictive approach which 
would allow examining the influence of a wide range of emotions, including self-
conscious emotions.  Throughout this thesis emotions are referred to as either basic 
emotions or self-conscious emotions and each category is explained in Section 2.3 
and Section 2.4 respectively. 
 
2.3 Basic emotions  
The body of work dedicated to the research of emotions is long-standing, with one 
key preoccupation among psychologists being to find ways to discriminate between 
different types of emotions and the roles that they play in human behaviour. The 
simplest classification of emotions relates to their valence, and according to this 
emotions can be either positive or negative emotions. Another classification takes 
into account the complexity of emotions. In line with this some researchers (Leyens 
et al., 2001) discriminate between primary and secondary emotions, where 
secondary emotions are considered more complex due to the various social 
interactions that they entail e.g. nostalgia, compassion, pride, remorse. 
Primary emotions, also known as basic emotions, have been labelled as such because 
of their association with the evolutionary past. They are considered to be 
spontaneous, to have a short duration, to have an automatic appraisal which is 
largely unconscious and to appear earlier in life (Ekman, 1992). The labĞů ‘ďĂƐŝĐ ?ĚŽĞƐ
not imply that they are not important to human behaviour. Overall, these emotions 
have adaptative, biological and social functions (Plutchnick, 1980; Izard, 1989). 
Though they are less complex than other types of emotions, such as SCEs, they are 
critical to human existence. For example, interest triggers behaviour that encourages 
play and learning (Renninger and Wozniak, 1985); fear is related to ensuring safety 
and security (Bowlby, 1973) and sadness can generate altruistic behaviour (Barnett, 
King, and Howard, 1979) which is critical for the group survival. There have been 
many attempts to develop a compreshensive and clear list of primary emotions, with 
14 different emotion theorists proposing 14 different sets of basic emotions (see 
Ortony and Turner, 1990). For example, Pultchik (1980) has identified eight primary 
emotions: fear, anger, joy, sadness, acceptance, disgust, expectancy and surprise but 
this index is not exhaustive. Furthermore, psychologists do not agree on which 
emotions can be grouped under this category since they employ different 
perspectives in their research (e.g. evolutionary, neural, psychoanalytic, automatic). 
A more comprehensive list on these endeavours is presented in Appendix 1. 
Despite this lack of agreement, there is consensus that basic emotions are driving 
consumption decisions and choice in many areas of human behaviour. As well as in 
the discipline of psychology, the importance of basic emotions has also been 
acknowledged in the consumer behaviour literature, as presented in detail in Section 
2.5.  
While other types of emotions are not disregarded, this thesis focuses on SCEs which 
are considered a category of complex emotions. Section 2.4 below explains the roles, 
functions and characteristics of self-conscious emotions which will highlight why it is 
considered that SCEs are relevant for investigation in the context of ethical 
consumption.  
 
2.4 Self-conscious emotions 
Self-conscious emotions (SCEs) are a specific category of emotions for which the 
objecƚ ŽĨ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŝƐ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ? ^Ɛ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ŵŽƌĞ ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ƚŚĂŶ
basic/primary emotions (e.g. joy, fear, and regret) i.e. those situated at the base 
level of the emotional hierarchy (Johnson-Laird and Oatley, 1989) and they include 
both negative (shame, guilt, embarrassment) and positive (pride) feelings (Tangney, 
Stuewig and Mashek, 2007).  
This research focuses on SCEs rather than basic emotions. There are several aspects 
that justify this choice. These are briefly presented below and then discussed in 
detail in the subsequent sections. 
&ŝƌƐƚůǇ ? ^Ɛ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚ ĂƌŽƵŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚ ŽĨ ‘ƐĞůĨ ?  ?>ĞĂƌǇ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞǇ
require the manifestation of several cognitive processes, as explained in detail in 
Section 2.4.1 below. This aspect is important since prior consumer research has 
ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ƐĞůĨ ĐĂŶďĞŬĞǇ ĨĂĐƚŽƌ ŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ?
This is because consumers can define their identity through consumption (Cherrier, 
2005) and even create an extended self through the inclusions ŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶƐ
(Belk, 1988). Moreover, there is preliminary evidence from the ethical consumption 
literature that self-identity play a part in the decision process of consumers with 
some degree of ethical orientations (Shaw, Shiu, and Clarke, 2000). 
Secondly, some of self-conscious emotions i.e. guilt, shame, embarrassment are also 
ŬŶŽǁŶĂƐŵŽƌĂůĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ‘ƚŚĂƚĂƌĞůŝŶŬĞĚ
to the interest or welfare either of the society as a whole or at least of persons other 
tŚĂŶ ƚŚĞ ũƵĚŐĞ Žƌ ĂŐĞŶƚ ?  ?,ĂŝĚƚ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ) ?Kroll and Egan (2004) consider that 
ŵŽƌĂůĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐŚĂǀĞĂŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶĂůĨŽƌĐĞ ?ĨŽƐƚĞƌŝŶŐ ‘ŐŽŽĚ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂŶĚŚŝŶĚĞƌŝŶŐ
 ‘ǁƌŽŶŐ ? ? ƐŽ ƚŚĞǇ ƐĞƌǀĞ Ă ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ĂĚŚĞƌĞŶĐ  ƚŽ ŶŽƌŵƐ ĂŶĚ ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐ
(Dickerson et al., 2004).  This link between emotions and morality makes SCEs likely 
candidates for investigation. While basic emotions can emerge in the context of 
ethical consumption, their influence is presumed to be transitory because they have 
a short duration and an automatic appraisal which is mainly unconscious (Ekman, 
1992). However the moral SCEs are longer lasting emotions, presume consciousness 
and can daunt the individual if he/she act in a manner that is conflicting to the ideal 
or socially desirable one (H.B. Lewis, 1971; Tangney et al., 1996). 
dŚŝƌĚůǇ ?^ƐĂƌĞƐŽĐŝĂůůǇĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞ ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ŝƐŶŽƚŽŶůǇ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŝƐĞĚďƵƚ
also socialised within different reference groups and within the society at large. 
When individuals/consumers engage in acts that would lead to reduction in social 
esteem and/or social status or engender social dismissal SCEs are likely to be 
experienced (Schott, 1979; Dickerson and Kemeny, 2004). People try to avoid to be 
negatively judged by other people, and this is equally true in the context of 
consumption.  
 
2.4.1 The roles and functions of SCEs  
According to some contemporary psychologists (e.g. Tracy and Robins, 2004), SCEs 
are distinct from other emotions with respect to the processes of self-evaluation and 
self-reflection thĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ĞŶƚĂŝů ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ  ‘ŝĚĞĂů ƐĞůĨ ? ? dƌĂĐǇ ĂŶĚ
ZŽďŝŶƐ ? ? ? ? ? )ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ ‘ƐĞůĨ ?ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞƐ ?ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƐĞůĨ-awareness, stable self-
ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚƵƐ ŝƚ ĂůůŽǁƐ ĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶ ŽĨ ƌĞĂů ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ  ‘ŝĚĞĂů
ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?ĚĞƉŝĐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚŽse self-representations. Alternatively, Leary (2004) argues 
ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƌŽůĞŽĨ ‘ƐĞůĨ ?ŝƐŵĞƌĞůǇƚŽĚƌĂǁŝŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐĂďŽƵƚŽƚŚĞƌ ?ƐŽƉŝŶŝŽŶƐ ?dŚĞƐĂŵĞ
view is supported by Baldwin and Baccus (2004) which believe that the mandatory 
cause of self-conscious emotioŶƐ ŝƐ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĂů  ĂŶĚ ƚŚŝƐ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ĐĂŶ ďĞ
ĨĂĐƚƵĂůŽƌŝƚĐĂŶŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐŵŝŶĚ ?ƐĞĞĂůƐŽ>ĞĂƌǇ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĞƐƉŝƚĞƚŚĞƐĞ
opposing views on the underlying triggers of SCEs it is clear that the object of the 
reflection is the same i.e. the  ‘ƐĞůĨ ?ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶĂŐĞŶƚŝƐƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŽƌ
others. These divergent opinions are reconciled in LĞǁŝƐ ?Ɛ ?D ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? )ǀŝĞǁǁŚŽ
ĂƌŐƵĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ  ‘ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŐƵŝůƚĂŶĚƐŚĂŵĞ ŝƐƚŽ ŝŶƚĞƌƌƵƉƚĂŶǇĂĐƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚǀŝŽůĂƚĞƐ
either internally or externaůůǇĚĞƌŝǀĞĚƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐŽƌƌƵůĞƐ ? ?
SCEs rely on cognitive processes to manifest themselves
7
. The link between SCEs and 
ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶůĞĚƐŽŵĞƚŽůĂďĞůďĂƐŝĐĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐĂƐ ‘ĐŽŐŶŝƚǀĞ-ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ ? ?ĂŶĚ^ƐƐƵĐŚ
ĂƐ ƉƌŝĚĞ ? ŐƵŝůƚ ĂŶĚ ƐŚĂŵĞ ĂƐ  ‘ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞ-ĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ ?  ?/zard, Ackerman, and Schultz, 
1999: 92). The link with cognitive processes defines self-conscious emotions as they 
entail two key cognitive processes  W self-awareness and self-representation. These 
facilitate the development of self-evaluations, which subsequently determine the 
elicitation of self-conscious emotions
8
. Alternatively, basic emotions do not require 
self-awareness, self-representation and self-evaluation. These are not featured 
within most basic emotions, the only exception being sadness and fear (Buss, 2001; 
Tangney and Dearing, 2002; Tracy and Robins, 2004).  
Overall, these views on SCEs illustrate that they are complex emotions and that they 
reflect social concerns held by each individual. Moreover, given the fact that the 
 ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ŝƐ ĞŵďĞĚĚĞĚ ŝŶ ƐŽĐŝĂů ůŝĨĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ?ŝƐ ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ ďǇ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĂĨĨŝůŝĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?
social assessment and feedback from others, it is clear that SCEs act as a reflection of 
all these pƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĂƐ Ă ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ƐŽĐŝĂů ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ Žƌ ƌĞũĞĐƚŝŽŶ
(Parrott, 2004). 
^Ɛ ƉůĂǇ ŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐ ƌŽůĞƐ ŝŶ ĂŶ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ ůŝĨĞ ĂƐ ǁĞůů ? dŚĞǇ ĂƐƐŝƐƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ
coordination of general behaviour, of other emotions and even thoughts (Campos, 
1995; Fisher and Tangney, 1995). SCEs can also motivate people in work-related 
tasks and in driving a socially accepted or moral behaviour (Baumeister, Stillwell, and 
Heatherton, 1994). SCEs are important in the preservation of social relations (Leary, 
2004; Leary, Koch and Hechenbleikner, 2001; Miller and Leary, 1992) and their 
absence or malfunctioning can lead to poor interpersonal relationships and the 
transfer of self-conscious emotions in other people (i.e. embarrassment, shame, guilt 
would be experienced by others) (Keltner et al., 1995; Tangney and Dearing, 2002). 
                                                          
7
 In the human development, SCEs appear later on than basic emotions. Children initially absorb the 
rules and standards within the social environment and then assess their behaviour according to these 
laws, followed by the elicitation or non-elicitation of negative/positive self-conscious emotions (Tracy 




 &Žƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?  ‘ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ  ?Ğ ?Ő ?  ‘DŽŵŵǇ ŐĞƚƐ ŵĂĚ ǁŚĞŶ / ƐƉŝůů ŵŝůŬ ? ) ĐĂŶ ďĞ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůŝǌĞĚ
when the child develops the capacity for self-awareness and then transformed into the stable self-
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ  ?Ğ ?Ő ?  ‘/ĂŵďĂĚǁŚĞŶ/ƐƉŝůůŵŝůŬ ? )ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůĨŽƌƐĞůĨ-conscious emotions (Retzinger, 1987; 
Schore, 1998 cited in Tracy and Robins, 2004: 106). 
Evidence for such claims comes not only from behavioural observations but also by 
findings in neuroscience which demonstrate that damage to the area responsible for 
eliciting such emotions  W i.e. the orbitofrontal cortex  W leads to deficiency in 
emotional manifestation and inadequate social behaviour (Beer et al., 2003).    
The importance of understanding and using SCEs in the context of consumer 
behaviour lies in the fact that they relate to threats tŽƚŚĞ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůƐĞůĨ ?9.  This aspect 
of the self is manifested in various consumption situations including ethical 
consumption. The risks for the social self are important for any individual as they can 
generate reduction in social esteem and/or social status or engender social dismissal. 
ŝĐŬĞƌƐŽŶ ĂŶĚ <ĞŵĞŶǇ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƌĞĨĞƌ ƚŽ ƚŚĞƐĞ ƚŚƌĞĂƚƐ ĂƐ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂů-ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŚƌĞĂƚƐ ? ?
They represent risks for the social self in circumstances where the self-identity is or 
could be negatively judged by other people. For example, in the case of shame, the 
ƚŚƌĞĂƚŽĨĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐŝŶŐŝŶĨĞƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ ?ŝŶĂĚĞƋƵĂĐǇ ?'ŝůďĞƌƚ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ ‘ƚŚĞƌĞĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚ
ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ƐĞůĨ ĚĞĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ ?  ?^ĐŚŽƚƚ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ) ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞƐ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů
arousal.  
The elicitation of SCEs is more complex than the arousal of basic emotions. This is 
because SCEs can manifest themselves both in a real situation (e.g. a drunk man can 
experience shame as a result of the unacceptable behaviour towards his friends) and 
in an imagined scenario (e.g. a student can experience shame when reflecting on 
how exam failure will be regarded by parents). Only by consciously considering the 
behavioural options and their consequences can SCEs be elicited and influence the 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ  ?Ğ ?Ő ? ƐƚŽƉ ĚƌŝŶŬŝŶŐ Žƌ ƐƚƵĚǇ ŚĂƌĚĞƌ) i.e. counterfactual 
thinking
10
. SCEs manifest themselves in a consequential form (i.e. post-
decision/post-behaviour) or an anticipatory form. The former represents the 
                                                          
9
 Baldwin and Baccus (2004) and Tracy and Robins (2004) agree that social goals define SCEs while 
basic emotions are tied to survival goals. 
 
10
 According to Niedenthal, Tangney and Gavanski (1994) counterfactual thinking implies people 
recalling previous experiences and reflecting on alternative scenarios for a particular situation as well 
as what they would change about that situation or their behaviour. This retrospective engagement 
can lead to scenarios that are related to shame or guilt. When a person refeƌƐƚŽ ‘ƚŚĞƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶŽĨĂ
ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ  ?ŝ ?Ğ ? ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ Ɛ ůĨ ) ? ƚŚŝƐ ĐĂŶ ďĞ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ ĂƐ Ă
counterfactual thought associated with shame. Alternatively, when the scenario refers to a different 
course of action, the counterfactual thought can be associated with guilt (Niedenthal, Tangney and 
Gavanski, 1994: 587). 
outcome of a genuine behaviour, whilst the latter is based on similar previous 
experiences (Tangney, Stuewig, and Mashek, 2007).   
Another characteristic of SCEs is that their elicitation and manifestation do not 
exclude those of primary emotions. Self-conscious emotions can be generated by 
primary emotions or can appear simultaneously with the latter. For example, the 
experience of shame can be accompanied by feelings such as anxiety, anger or 
disgust (Gilbert, 2004). Tangney et al. (1996: 1266) discovered that shame, guilt and 
embarrassment are likely to arise with other emotions. Particularly, shame and guilt 
are likely to arise with the same basic negative emotions e.g. disgust, sadness, fear, 
anger, whereas shyness, astonishment, joy and happiness are characteristic to 
embarrassment. 
Given the focus on ethical consumer decision making, an exposition of three core 
SCEs  W guilt, shame and pride  W is given here. Consistent with existing research, guilt 
and shame are two powerful moral emotions that arise in many situations which 
entail an ethical dilemma. Alternatively, pride (i.e. achievement-oriented pride) 
represents the opposite reaction to shame and guilt, and can act as a motivator of 
repeated ethical choices. Their importance is best synthesised by Tangney et al. 
 ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ) P  ‘ƐŚĂŵĞ ? ŐƵŝůƚ ? ĞŵďĂƌƌĂƐƐŵĞŶƚ ? ĂŶĚ ƉƌŝĚĞ ĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ ĂƐ ĂŶ ĞŵŽƚŝŽnal 
barometer, providing immediate and salient feedback on our social and moral 
ĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ ? ? 
 
2.4.2 Guilt 
From an evolutionary perspective, guilt has been defined in relation to a human 
care-ƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?'ŝůďĞƌƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?K ?ŽŶŶŽƌ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚƚŚƵs considered as 
the acknowledgement that one has/could harm others (Gilbert, 2004). Guilt has also 
ďĞĞŶĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐƚŚĞ ‘ƌĞĂůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŽŶĞŚĂƐƚƌĂŶƐŐƌĞƐĞĚĂŵŽƌĂů ?ƐŽĐŝĂůŽƌĞƚŚŝĐĂů
ƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞ ? ?tŽůŵĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ŽƌĂƐ ‘ƚŚĞƉƌŝǀĂƚĞƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŽŶĞhas violated a 
ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ ? ?<ƵŐůĞƌĂŶĚ:ŽŶĞƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?KŶƚŚŝƐďĂƐŝƐƐŽŵĞ ?Ğ ?Ő ?ŝƐĞŶďĞƌŐ ?
 ? ? ? ? )ŚĂǀĞĐůĂŝŵĞĚƚŚĂƚŐƵŝůƚŝƐĂ ‘ŵŽƌĞŵŽƌĂů ?ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƚŚĂŶƐŚĂŵĞ ? 
dŚĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ŐƵŝůƚ ĂŶĚ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĂ ŬĞǇ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐ ƚŚĂƚ
individualises this emotion. Guilt is considered a negative emotion that induces 
strong negative feeling but, unlike shame, the experience of guilt assumes a 
separation of a self and behaviour i.e. one negatively assess his/her behaviour but 
does not extrapolate it to the entire self (Tangney, 1991). Also, guilt involves 
 ‘ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ ŽĨ ƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ ? ƌĞŵŽƌƐĞ ? ĂŶĚ ƌĞŐƌĞƚ ? ďƵƚ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĂĨĨĞĐƚ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ĐŽƌĞ ŝĚĞŶƚŝƚǇ ?
(Eisenberg, 2000: 668). 
Guilt appears to be a powerful emotion, as it does not necessarily arise only in a very 
ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ  ?ŝ ?Ğ ? ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? Žƌ ĐůŽƐĞ  ‘ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ) ? ĂƌůŝĞƌ ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ  ?Ğ ?Ő ?
Hofman, 1982; Cunningham et al., 1980) demonstrated that irrespective of the 
affective distance between the individual and others, guilt feelings will arise as long 
as the individual experiences some type of obligation or liability. This type of 
ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŝƐŵĂŝŶůǇĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐŽĐĂůůĞĚ ‘ĞǆŝƐƚĞŶƚŝĂůŐƵŝůƚ ? ?ĂŶĚƌĞůĂƚĞƐƚŽĂ
perceived discrepancy between the individual and others, for which the individual 
chooses to be blamed e.g. unfair benefits or social issues (Lindsay-Hartz et al., 1995). 
ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ?ĂŚů ?,ŽŶĞĂĂŶĚDĂŶĐŚĂŶĚĂ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐĐŽŶĨŝƌŵĞĚƚŚĂƚŐƵŝůƚ
 ?ŚĞƌĞ ƌĞĨĞƌƌŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŐƵŝůƚ ŝŶ ŝƚƐ  ‘ƐŽĐŝĂů ĨŽƌŵ ? ) ŝƐ  ‘ŶŽƚ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ƚŽ ĐůŽƐĞ Žƌ ŝŶƚŝŵĂƚĞ
relatiŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ďƵƚ ŝŶ ĨĂĐƚ ĂƉƉůǇ ƚŽ ĞǀĞŶ  ‘ĚŝƐƚĂŶƚ ? Žƌ ĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůůǇ ŶŽŶ-existent 
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ? ? <ĞůƚŶĞƌ ĂŶĚ ƵƐǁĞůů  ? ? ? ? ? ) ŚĂǀĞ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ŽĨ
elicitation for guilt among which include an inability to fulfil duties, self-regulation 
(e.g. setting a rule or goal and not being able to follow/meet it), dishonesty and 
harming others. Alternatively, in the more specific context of consumption, guilt is 
ĂĐƚŝǀĂƚĞĚďǇƚŚƌĞĞŵĂŝŶĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ PƐĞůĨ ?ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ‘ŽŶƐƵŵĞƌŐƵŝůƚƌĞůĂƚĞĚ
to society tends to fall under a violation of community standards, whereas consumer 
guilt related to the self seems to involve failures of achieving personal consumption 
ŐŽĂůƐ ? ?ĂŚů ?,ŽŶĞĂĂŶĚDĂŶĐŚĂŶĚĂ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ? 
In terms of its manifestation (i.e. action tendencies) guilt is characterised by various 
amending behaviours such as the need to redress, to undo or balance the negative 
outcomes (Tangney et al., 1992), acknowledge the wrong doing and apologize 
(Lindsay-Hartz, 1984), or even display intropunitive reactions (Baumeister, Stillwell 
and Heatherton, 1995; Tangney, Burggraf and Wagner, 1995). Experiences of guilt 
ĐĂŶ ĂůƐŽ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŽŶ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ŽŶ
their concerns about future guilt episodes, which in turn can determine a cautious 
behaviour that will seek to avoid negative consequences (Gangemi and Mancini, 
2007). 
The review of psychology and marketing literature revealed several classifications of 
ŐƵŝůƚ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƐ ? YƵŝůĞƐ ĂŶĚ ǇďĞĞ ?Ɛ  ? ?  ? ? ) ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ĚŝƐĐƌŝŵŝŶĂƚĞd 
between two types of guilt: predispositional guilt and chronic guilt, which are linked 
to different types of behavior. Predispositional guilt is associated with prosocial 
behaviour, religion and volunteerism, while chronic guilt is connected to antisocial 
behaviour (i.e. hostility), and is positively linked to negative emotionality (Einstein 
and Lanning, 1998)
11
. Within the field of guilt appeals three types of guilt have been 
identified  W reactive guilt, anticipatory guilt and existential guilt (Rawlings, 1970; 
/ǌĂƌĚ ? ? ? ? ? ?ZƵƚŚĂŶĚ&ĂďĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ZĞĂĐƚŝǀĞŐƵŝůƚŝƐĂƌŽƵƐĞĚďǇƚŚĞǀŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
internal behavioural standards, anticipatory guilt is elicited by the imagined 
transgression of such a standard, and existential guilt arises because of the perceived 
ŐĂƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ǁĞůů-being. Existential guilt  W as described above  W 
ĂƉƉĞĂƌƐ ƚŽ ŵĂƚĐŚ ƵƌŶĞƚƚ ĂŶĚ >ƵŶƐĨŽƌĚ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ) ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ social-
responsibility guilt, ǁŚŝĐŚŚĂƐďĞĞŶĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐŐƵŝůƚƚŚĂƚ  ‘ŵĂǇƌĞƐƵůƚĨƌŽŵŶŽƚ ůŝǀing 
ƵƉƚŽŽŶĞ ?ƐƐŽĐŝĂůŽďůŝŐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƐĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůƚǇƉĞƐŽĨŐƵŝůƚ ?,ŝďďĞƌƚĞƚ
al. (2007) have identified two types of guilt in the context of charitable giving i.e. 
social guilt and private guilt. 
 
2.4.3 Shame 
Shame has been defined by some theorists as the emotion that arises when the 
ĂĐƚƵĂů  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ŝƐ ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ  ‘ŝĚĞĂů ƐĞůĨ ? Žƌ ǁŚĞŶƚŚĞ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ĨĂŝůƐ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ƐŽĐŝĂů
standards (Gilbert, 2003). Alternatively, other psychologists consider that shame is 
rather the result of getting closer to ƚŚĞ ‘ƵŶĚĞƐŝƌĞĚƐĞůĨ ? ?KŐŝůŝǀĞ ? ? ? ? ? ?>ŝŶĚƐĂǇ-Hartz 
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 Some researchers (e.g. Eisenberg, 2000) argue that the distinction between the two types of guilt is 
not clear yet, and these views cannot be generalized. 
 
ĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ) ?/ŶƚŚŝƐĐĂƐĞƐŚĂŵĞ ‘ŝƐĂŶŝŶǀŽůƵŶƚĂƌǇƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽĂŶĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐƚŚĂƚŽŶĞ
ŚĂƐůŽƐƚƐƚĂƚƵƐĂŶĚŝƐĚĞǀĂůƵĞĚ ? ?'ŝůďĞƌƚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ) ?/ƌƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞŽĨǁŚĂƚƚǇƉĞŽĨ ‘ƐĞůĨ ?
determines shame arousal, the ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ŝƐŐĞŶĞƌĂůŝǌĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĞŶƚŝƌĞ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ? /ŶƚŚŝƐ
case, individuals usually consider amending aspects of the self, rather than aspects of 
ĂƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?EŝĞĚĞŶƚŚĂůĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞ ‘ĂƐŚĂŵĞĚƉĞƌƐŽŶĨŽĐƵƐĞƐŵŽƌĞ
on devaluing or condemning the entire self, experiences the self as fundamentally 
flawed, feels self-ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ǀŝƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ŽĨ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?  ?&ĞƌŐƵƐŽŶ ĂŶĚ
Stegge, 1998:20).  Another way of defining shame is as an opposite emotion to pride. 
As Barnett (1995 cited in Parrott, 2 ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐ ? ‘ƐŚĂŵĞŝƐĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝǌĞĚ
by real or imaged disapproving audience, just as pride is characterized by real or 
ŝŵĂŐŝŶĞĚĂƉƉƌŽǀŝŶŐŽŶĞ ? ? 
The importance of shame in social life is highlighted by the roles it plays. Shame can 
ĂĐƚĂƐĂ ‘ǁĂƌŶŝŶŐƐŝŐŶĂů ?ǁŚĞŶƚŚĞŐŽĂůŽĨŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŶŐƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐŝŶŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ŵŝŶĚ
ŚĂƐ ŶŽƚ ďĞĞŶ ŵĞƚ Žƌ ǁŚĞŶ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ŝŶĚƵĐĞ ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ ŝŶ ŽƚŚĞƌ ?Ɛ ŵŝŶĚ
Gilbert (2003: 1210). In relation to the social roles of shame, Greenwald and Harder 
(1998) identified four main focuses of shame: sexual behaviour, prosocial behaviour, 
and conformity and resource competition.  
 
Sources of elicitation 
Just like guilt, shame can arise by anticipation and reflection (Gilbert, 2003: 1220). 
From a psychoanalytical and patholŽŐŝĐĂůƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ƉĞŽƉůĞĐĂŶ ‘ĨĞĞůĚĂŵĂŐĞĚĂŶĚ
ƐƉŽŝůĞĚŝŶƐŽŵĞǁĂǇůŽŶŐĂĨƚĞƌƚŚĞĞǀĞŶƚƐŚĂǀĞƉĂƐƐĞĚ ? ?'ŝůďĞƌƚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ) ?dǇƉŝĐĂů
sources of elicitation for shame include sexual deviance, exploitation, 
unattractiveness, failure to meet obligations, inability to follow social rules, fashions, 
or traditions, failure to compete for resources or being perceived by others as not 
having those competitive skills. More importantly, the feeling of shame that could be 
triggered both in a public or non-public context (i.e. with public exposure or not; 
Tangney, 1990). 
 
Typology of shame   
Closely related to the sources of elicitation is the typology of shame. Gilbert (2003) 
distinguishes between external shame and internal shame. External shame is 
generated by the ƐŚĂŵŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ŝŶĚƵĐĞĚďǇŽƚŚĞƌƐ ŝ ?Ğ ?ƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ŝŵĂŐŝŶĞĚ
ƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĞǇĞƐ ? ŽĨ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ? ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů ƐŚĂŵĞ ƌĞůĂƚĞƐ  ‘ƚŽ ƚŚĞ
ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂů ĚǇŶĂŵŝĐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐĞůĨ ĂŶĚ ŚŽǁ ƚŚĞ ƐĞůĨ ũƵĚŐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĨĞĞůƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ƐĞůĨ ?
(Gilbert, 2003: 1219). A similar classification was put forward by Smith, Webster, 
Parrott and Eyre (2002) who distinguish between shame caused by a negative 
assessment of the self, self-contempt and worthlessness; and shame generated by a 
public exposure and disapproval. Another classification has been suggested by 
Fessler (1999). In his view, there are two major conditions that arouse shame or 
shame-ůŝŬĞĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?dŚĞĨŝƌƐƚƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůĞǆƉŽƐƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐĨĂŝůƵƌĞ
Žƌ ĨĂƵůƚ ? ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ ƚŚĞ ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ƌĞůĂƚĞƐ ƚŽ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ůŽǁĞƌ Ɛtatus, when compared to 
superiors in the belonging hierarchy. In relation to the matter of morality, two types 
of guilt can be delineated  W moral shame and non-moral shame (M. Lewis, 1993), 
where non-moral shame is generated by incompetence or intellectual inferiority and 
ŵŽƌĂů ŐƵŝůƚ ŝƐ  ‘ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ ĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ ďĞůŝĞĨƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ĐŽŵŵŝƚƚŝŶŐ ǁƌŽŶŐ Žƌ
ŝŵŵŽƌĂůďĞŚĂǀŝŽƌ ? ?^ŵŝƚŚĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ? 
 
Manifestation and action tendencies 
dŚĞ ŵŽƐƚ ĐŽŵŵŽŶ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƐŚĂŵĞ ĂƌĞ ƚŚŽƐĞ ŽĨ  ‘ďĞŝŶŐ ƐŵĂůů ĂŶĚ
inferior to others, as sense of social isolation, feelings of rejection, a desire to hide 
 QůŽǁƉŽǁĞƌĂŶĚůŽǁƐƚĂƚƵƐ ? ?<ĞŵĞŶǇ ?'ƌƵĞŶĞǁĂůĚĂŶĚŝĐŬĞƌƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?^ŚĂŵĞ
was also associated with psychological manifestations and other negative feelings 
such as downsizing oneself, worthlessness and powerlessness (Lindsay-Hartz, 1984; 
Tangney, 1989; Wicker et al., 1983). Additionally, Gilbert (2004: 133) argues that 
 ‘ƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁŝƚŚ ĞǆƚĞƌŶal shame are highly focused on self-presentations but can be 
calmed if they feel you like and accept them. People with internal shame tend to be 
highly self-critical and condemning, inwardly focused, and far less open to 
ƌĞĂƐƐƵƌĂŶĐĞ ? ?
Differences between guilt and shame 
Given the similarity between guilt and shame in terms of valence, roles and sources 
of elicitation, the key difference between the two emotions are presented below. 
The understanding of these differences is critical for the qualitative stage of the 
present research as they were used to identify/code emotions accordingly. 
1) The degree of self-focus is the main characteristic that enables the delimitation 
between guilt and shame. While guilt focuses on harm caused or potential harm, 
shame focuses on the self (Arndt and Goldenberg, 2004). Guilt is largely associated 
ǁŝƚŚ Ă  ‘ďĂĚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƌ ? ? ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ ƐŚĂŵĞ ŝƐ ůŝŶŬĞĚ ƚŽ ƉĞƌĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ Ă  ‘ďĂĚ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?
(Niedenthal et al., 1994; Tangney and Dearing, 2002). In other words the same 
situation can generate both shame and guilt, depending on the focus of the subject. 
/Ĩ ƚŚĞ ƐƵďũĞĐƚ ?ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ǁƌŽŶŐĚŽŝŶŐƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĞŶƚŝƌĞ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? Žƌ ƚŽ Ă
particular behaviour, shame or guilt will be elicited respectively (Smith et al., 2002).   
2) Both guilt and shame can be elicited by the violation of a social or personal 
standard but what sets them apart is the impact of the violation. This is more 
significant in the case of shame because it affects the overall character/self and is 
less daunting in the case of guilt because it affects the behaviour (H.B. Lewis, 1971; 
Tangney et al., 1996). 
3) Shame and guilt appear to differ on the basis of morality. Smith et al. (2002) 
acknowledges that shame, unlike guilt, has both a moral and non-moral dimension.   
4) Guilt and shame differ in terms of manifestation
12
. These two emotions display 
different action tendencies (i.e. manifestations). Shame has been linked to the desire 
to hide, defensiveness, interpersonal distance, whereas guilt has been associated 
with the desire to confess, repair the wrongdoing, and apologise (Lindsay-Hartz, 
1984; Tangney, 1993).  
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 Some have stated that the difference between guilt and shame is not determined by the nature of 
ƚŚĞƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ďƵƚƌĂƚŚĞƌďǇƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ
(e.g. H.B. Lewis, 1971; Lindsay-Hartz, 1984). 
 
2.4.4 Pride 
Compared to other negative SCEs such as shame and guilt, pride has not been as well 
researched despite its acknowledged contribution to social behaviour (Tracy and 
Robins, 2007a). For example, one view on the social role of pride is that individuals 
 ‘ĨĞĞů ?ƚŚĞŝƌƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐƐƵĐŚĂƐƐŚĂŵĞĂŶĚƉƌŝĚĞ
(e.g. Gruenewald, 2003; Gruenewald, Kemeny and Adler, 2003 cited in Kemeny, 
Gruenewald and Dickerson, 2004). 
Early definitions of pride (e.g. Tavris, 1985; Lazarus, 1991) described this emotion as 
being rooted in arrogant and ego-centred attitudes, and associated it with a high 
degree of self-esteem. However, consequent research moved away from this 
ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĚƚŚĂƚƉƌŝĚĞ ŝƐĂŶĞŵŽƚŝŽŶ  ‘ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚďǇĂƉƉƌĂŝƐĂů ƚŚĂƚ
ŽŶĞŝƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĨŽƌĂƐŽĐŝĂůůǇǀĂůƵĞĚŽƵƚĐŽŵĞŽƌĨŽƌďĞŝŶŐĂƐŽĐŝĂůůǇǀĂůƵĞĚƉĞƌƐŽŶ ?
(Mascolo and Fisher, 1995: 66). These definitions are not contradictory but rather 
reflect different types of pride. 
Overall, pride can be categorised into: 1) hubristic pride/hubris (Tracy and Robins, 
2004; M. Lewis, 2000) and 2) achievement-oriented pride (Tracy and Robins, 2004)
13
, 
also known as authentic pride. Tracy and Robins (2007a: 507) suggest that authentic 
ƉƌŝĚĞŝƐĚĞĨŝŶĞĚďǇĂƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐƵĐŚĂƐ ‘/ ?ŵƉƌŽƵĚŽĨǁŚĂƚ/ĚŝĚ ?ĂŶĚŚƵďƌŝƐƚŝĐƉƌŝĚĞŝƐ
ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚďǇĂŶĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƐƵĐŚĂƐ ‘/ ?ŵƉƌŽƵĚŽĨǁŚŽ/Ăŵ ? ?/ŶdƌĂĐǇĂŶĚZŽďŝŶƐ ?ƐǀŝĞǁ ?
ĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐƉƌŝĚĞ ŝƐ  ‘ďĂƐĞĚŽŶƐƉecific accomplishments and is likely accompanied by 
genuine feeling of self-ǁŽƌƚŚ Q ? ?ĂŶĚ ? ĐŽŶŶŽƚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ĨƵůů ƌĂŶŐĞ ŽĨ ĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐ ? ƐŽĐŝĂů ?
ŵŽƌĂů ? ĂŶĚ ŝŶƚĞƌƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů ĂĐĐŽŵƉůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŵŝŐŚƚ ďĞ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ĞůŝĐŝƚŽƌƐ ? ?
ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ? ‘ŚƵďƌŝƐƚŝĐƉƌŝĚĞŝƐůŝŬĞůǇƚŽinvolve a self-evaluative process that reflects 
a less authentic sense of self e.g. distorted and self-aggrandized self-ǀŝĞǁƐ ?  ?dƌĂĐǇ
and Robins, 2007a: 507).  
Extant research associates these types of pride with opposite behavioural outcomes. 
High levels of hubristic pride are tied to interpersonal conflicts, violent behaviour 
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 Tracy and ZŽďŝŶƐ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƉƌŝĚĞ ŝƐ ŵŝƌƌŽƌĞĚ ďǇdĂŶŐŶĞǇ ?Ɛ ƚĂǆŽŶŽŵǇ ŽĨ ƉƌŝĚĞ
(Tangney, Wagner, and Gramzow, 1992; Tangney, 1990) which discriminates between alpha pride or 
beta pride. 
and self-destructive inclinations (Bushman and Baumeister, 1998), whilst 
achievement-oriented pride is connected to prosocial attitudes, positive 
accomplishments and self-esteem (Herrald and Tomaka, 2002). Authentic pride and 
hubristic pride relate to different personality profiles. The former is tied to an 
adaptive, achievement-oriented and pro-social personality, while hubristic pride is 
positively related to narcissism (Leary et al., 1997) and shame-proneness as the pride 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŝƐ ‘ĂƌƌŽŐĂŶƚ ?ďŽĂƐƚĨƵůĂŶĚĞŐŽŝƐƚŝĐĂů ? ?dƌĂĐǇĂŶĚZŽďŝŶƐ ? ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ? ) ? 
 ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ dƌĂĐǇ ĂŶĚ ZŽďŝŶƐ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ǁĂƐŵ ĚĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚǇ
literature (Kristjansson, 2002) according to which pride can either take a hubristic 
ĨŽƌŵŽƌĐĂŶƚĂŬĞƚŚĞĨŽƌŵŽĨ ‘ƉƌŝĚĞĨƵůŶĞƐƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝŵƉůŝĞƐƚŚĂƚŽŶĞƐŚŽƵůĚďĞ ‘ƉƌŽƵĚ
ŽĨ ŐŽŽĚ ŵŽƌĂů ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ ĂŶĚ ŝƚƐ ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ ?  ?<ƌŝƐƚũĂŶƐƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ) ? ŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ?
ƉƌŝĚĞ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ĂůƐŽ ďĞ ƐĞĞŶ ĂƐ Ă  ‘ĐŽŵƉůĞǆ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶ ǁŝƚŚ ŝƚƐ ŐŽŽĚ ĂŶĚ ďĂĚ ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ ?
(Webster et al., 2003: 229).   
In addition to hubristic and authentic pride, the literature around the regulatory 
focus theory refers to promotion pride and prevention pride (Higgins et al., 2001). 
The two types of pride are defined according to how they direct behaviours towards 
Ă ŶĞǁ ƚĂƐŬ ŐŽĂů ?  ‘WƌŽŵŽƚŝŽŶ ƉƌŝĚĞ ŝƐ ŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚ ƚŽǁĂƌĚ ĞĂŐĞƌŶĞƐƐ ŵĞĂŶƐ ŽĨ ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ
whereas prevention pride is oriented toward vigilance means of success (Higgins et 
al., 2001: 21). Some studies (Tracy and Robins, 2004; Kitayama, Mesquita and 
Karasawa, 2006) have signalled the existence of vicarious pride, which is the type of 
pride that arises in response to the success of a group or significant other with which 
the individual identifies. 
These insights into the characteristics of pride indicate how pride (in the 
achievement-oriented form) is relevant the context of ethical consumption e.g. from 
ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ŝŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ŽĨ Ă ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ƐĐĞŶĂƌŝŽ Žƌ ĨƌŽŵ ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ?




2.5 Emotions and consumption-related decision making 
The discussion of emotions in consumption-related decisions can start with their 
elicitation at different points within the decision making cycle. Generally, emotions 
can manifest themselves in one of the following forms: anticipated emotions, 
immediate emotions and post-decision emotions. Affect experienced at the time of 
decision represents immediate affect (Loewenstein and Lerner, 2003). Alternatively, 
emotions can surface after decision making as a consequence of that decision 
(Schwartz, 2000). When post-decision affect lingers on, it becomes anticipated affect 
for future decisions. Overall, the influence of emotions in decision making becomes 
ŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞĞǀŝĚĞŶƚĂƚŚŝŐŚĞƌůĞǀĞůƐŽĨŝŶƚĞŶƐŝƚǇǁŚĞŶ ?ŝŶƐŽŵĞƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƚŚĞǇ ‘ĐĂŶ
ŽǀĞƌǁŚĞůŵ ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚŝǀĞ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ĂůƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ?
(Loewenstein and Lerner, 2003: 627).  
Additionally, the literature can be examined through the division of emotions into 
basic (primary) emotions and self-conscious emotions. Hitherto, basic emotions (e.g. 
anger, regret, happiness, sadness) have been studied in economic theory and 
consumer behaviour research. For example, recent research has demonstrated the 
explicit influence of specific emotions (i.e. sadness and disgust) on the economic 
trade-off and consumer decision making process (e.g. Cryder et al., 2008). 
Additionally, emotions such as confidence, self-esteem, happiness, sadness, are also 
held accountable for other consumer behaviour manifestations such as compulsive 
ďƵǇŝŶŐ ?Ğ ?Ő ?K ?'ƵŝŶŶĂŶĚ&ĂďĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂĚĚŝĐƚŝǀĞĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ?ůůŝŽƚ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƐĞůĨŐŝĨƚ-
giving (e.g. McKeage, 1992) and product attitudes (Dube, Cervellon, and Jingyuan, 
2003). Emotions were also found to influence customer satisfaction (e.g. Westbrook 
and Oliver, 1991), customer loyalty (Bloemer and de Ruyter, 1999), future behaviour 
(Allen, Machleit, and Klein, 1992), evaluations of advertisements and brands 
(Holbrook and Batra, 19 ? ? ) ? ƚŚĞ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶƐ  ?&ŽƌŐĂƐ ĂŶĚ
Ciarrochi, 2001), and the information search process and loyalty (i.e. the effect of 
negative emotions, through the mediation of perceived risk; see Chauhuri, 1997). 
An attempt to illustrate the influence of emotions in consumption was undertaken 
by Elliott (1998). He developed a general model of emotion driven choice that 
acknowledged that non-rational preferences are embedded in the symbolic meaning 
of consumption and is influenced by self-illusion, self-focus, holistic perception, 
refusal of other tastes and non-verbal imagery. His model highlights the role of post-
hoc rationality in dissipating negative emotions such as guilt, anxiety and regret 
(generated by specific consumption episodes). The model provides a viable 
conceptualisation of the potential roles of emotion as it suggests that consumers will 
try to eliminate negative emotions (e.g. guilt, regret) through post-hoc rationality. 
This proposition has not been adequately explored by empirical research in the field 
of ethical consumption, arguably its most pertinent application. This represents an 
opportunity for this research. 
Compared to basic emotions, the research dedicated to SCEs in consumption is not 
as widespread. Research about pride in consumption is located around the concepts 
of promotion and prevention pride (Higgins et al., 2001), pride and product 
desirability (Griskevicius, Shiota and Nowlis, 2010) and the effect of emotions on 
shopping satisfaction (Machleit and Mantel, 2001). 
Negative self-conscious emotions (i.e. embarrassment, shame and guilt) were only 
researched in consumer behaviour as consequences of types of behaviour, but not 
as generators of behaviour
14
. For example, Lau-'ĞƐŬ ĂŶĚ ƌŽůĞƚ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƐƚƵĚǇ
investigated embarrassment in actual and future purchasing situations and 
demonstrated the links between public self-consciousness and consumer behaviour 
meant to avoid embarrassment. Guilt was investigated in the retail purchase context 
(e.g. Dahl, Honea, and Manchanda, 2005) in relation to the role of intrapersonal 
assessment of control and interpersonal concerns as catalysts of guilt. Additionally, 
literature in consumer behaviour has studied guilt and shame in relation to:  
ĐŽŵƉƵůƐŝǀĞďƵǇŝŶŐ  ? ?K ?'ƵŝŶŶĂŶĚ&ĂďĞƌ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ?shoplifting (Cox, Cox and Moschis, 
1990), gambling (Valerie and Yaffee, 1988) or non-consumption of appropriate goods 
that would ensure better life. For example, Matta, Patrick and MacInnis (2005) 
investigated guilt and shame as the outcome of an action, the subjects being asked 
to recall and rate statements related to self-conscious emotions generated by both 
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 The experimental study of this research was designed to test if pride and guilt can act as generators 
of behaviour. 
consumption and non-consumption situations (e.g. training equipment and healthy 
food). Their study demonstrated that shame and guilt differ in terms of appraisal, 
and subsequent behavioural motivations and that these self-conscious emotions 
appear to be strong both in consumption and non-consumption contexts. Most 
important, the results pointed out that consumers choose to dissipate the negative 
feelings by acquiring or non-acquiring specific products.  
Guilt has also been researched in relation to its persuasion power in marketing 
appeals
15
 and two major stages in guilt appeals research can be identified. The first 
stage included studies that have investigated the exposure to guilt appeals, and the 
second stage focused on explaining the underlying processes during and after guilt 
exposure.  
Guilt appeals have been mainly used in the context of volunteering (Dougherty, 
1986; McMillen, 1971; Yinon et al., 1976), and charities (Bozinoff and Ghingold, 
1983; Eayrs and Ellis, 1990; Regan, 1971). Alternatively, some research has been 
dedicated to investigating the impact of guilt appeals on various targeted segments 
e.g. working mothers (Lee-Wingate, 2006). In relation to guilt appeals in prints, 
,ƵŚŵĂŶŶĂŶĚƌŽƚŚĞƌƚŽŶ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƌĞǀŝĞǁĞǆƉŽƐĞĚƚŚĞŝŶƚĞŶƐĞƵƐĞŽĨĂƉƉĞĂůƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚ
to charity donations and use of health products; in both cases the message was 
delivered mainly through anticipatory guilt. 
Research has also shown that the evaluation of adverts is influenced by the levels of 
guilt that marketers employ. Some (e.g. Cotte, Coulter and Moore, 2005) concluded 
that high levels of guilt are not recommended due to potential negative 
ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƚŽǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ?ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐƚŽǁĂƌĚƐƚŚĞĂĚǀĞƌƚĂŶĚƐƉŽŶƐŽƌ ?KƚŚĞƌ
researchers (e.g. Englis (1990) and Pinto and Priest (1991)) argued, in line with the 
reactance theory (Brehm, 1966) that adverts depicting high levels of guilt trigger a 
series of negative emotions such as anger, disgust and reduced positive emotional 
reactions. Similarly, McGuire (1969) also draws attention towards the benefits of 
using moderate guilt appeals such as increased attention, better persuasion and 
comprehension. This supposition was supported by Coulter and Pinto (1995) who 
                                                          
15'ƵŝůƚĂƉƉĞĂůƐĐĂŶďĞĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐ ‘ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞƐƚŚĂƚĞǀŽŬĞŐƵŝůƚ ŚƌŽƵŐŚĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇĨŽƌ
 QŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐ ? ?ůŽĐŬ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ) ?   
acknowledged that low and medium levels of guilt (applied to basic products such as 
bread and dental floss) are desirable in marketing communications and that they 
ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ? ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĂƚƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ ? Alternatively, Block (2005) considers 
that higher levels of guilt can actually benefit appeals as they increase persuasion. An 
interesting view on this matter was put forward by Bennett (1998) who claims that 
ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽƚĂƌĞĂů ‘ƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞƚŽŐƵŝůƚ-ŝŶƚĞŶƐŝǀĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ďƵƚ ?ŽŶĐĞƚŚĞůĞǀĞů
is increased, one type of emotion metamorphoses into another (i.e. guilt into 
shame). 
In addition to the level of ŐƵŝůƚ ?ǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ?ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐƚŽƚŚĞĂĚǀĞƌƚĐĂŶďĞŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĚďǇ
series of situational factors such as: unpleasant feelings associated with a negative 
outcome; perceived responsibility for causing the negative outcome; perceived 
insufficient justification for ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚǀŝŽůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ ǀĂůƵĞƐ ?ĂŶĚďĞůŝĞĨƐ
about whether the outcome was foreseeable or preventable (Kubany and Watson 
(2003) cited in Block, 2005: 2299-2300). Other variables that might influence the 
efficiency of guilt-inducing adverts are the individual differences such as locus 
control, self-blame, inherent guilt (Ghingold, 1981), self-esteem levels (Bennett, 
 ? ? ? ? ) ? ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ĂŶĚ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ  ?ŽƵůƚĞƌ ? ŽƚƚĞ ĂŶĚ DŽŽƌĞ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ?
knowledge of advertising and the advertiser (Hibbert et al., 2007). Likewise, guilt 
ƉƌŽŶĞŶĞƐƐŝƐĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůŝŶƚŚĞǀŝĞǁĞƌ ?ƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽĂŐƵŝůƚĂƉƉĞĂů ? 
ZĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŚĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ? ĐĂŶ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇ ǀĂƌŝŽƵƐ defence 
mechanisms in order to counteract the intentions of persuasion. Kubany and Watson 
(2003) referred to two guilt avoidance techniques: guilt reduction when carrying out 
an amending behaviour or using cognition and beliefs and guilt avoidance when 
distracting himself/herself from guilt inducing situations or adverts. 
Given the mixed method approach of the present study, the review about emotions 
and decision making (both generic and consumption-related) was also conducted in 
relation to how emotions are positioned and linked to other independent and 
outcome variables relevant to decision making.  
The review of the literature showed that a large number of studies confirm the role 
of emotions (both primary and SCEs) as independent predictors of outcome variables 
i.e. they do not operate through attitude. The direct influence of emotions on 
intentions and/or behaviour was confirmed across different areas of decision making 
such as pro-social behaviour (i.e. blood donation, charity donation), food and 
beverage consumption, environmental behaviour, sexual behaviour and exercising 
(see Table 2.1). 
 
Table 2.1 Evidence for emotions as independent predictors  
Source  Findings 




Attitudes and emotions (contempt, joy, sadness, shame) are predictors of blood 
donation behaviour. Attitudes do not mediate completely the influence of emotions 
in donation. In some situations only emotions predict behaviour, and attitude does 








The affective reactions (i.e ? ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĨĞĞůŝŶŐŐŽŽĚ ?ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚĂƐŐĞŶĞƌĂůĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů
reactions to recycling) to self-reported behaviour (i.e. not stimuli were presented to 
subjects) are correlated to recycling. These two emotions predict behaviour beyond 
the explanation offered by attitude. Attitudes which are characterized by low 
importance and low accessibility increase the predictive power of emotions. Attitude 
strength moderates the link affect-behaviour. 
Parker et al. 
(1995) 
Anticipated regret and moral norm enrich the predictive ability of Theory of Planned 
Behaviour for avoiding driving violations. 
Richard, van 
der Pligt and 
de Vries 
(1996) 
ŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚĞĚ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ĂŶĚ ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ  ?ŝ ?Ğ ?  ‘ĨĞĞů ŐŽŽĚ ? ?  ‘ĨĞĞů ďĂĚ ? ) ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ Ă
significant part of the variance in three types of behaviour  W eating junk food; using 
soft drinks and drinking alcohol. 
Richard et al. 
(1998) 
Anticipated regret and worry contribute to the better prediction of behavioural 
intentions within the framework of Theory of Planned Behaviour, in the context of 
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 hŶůŝŬĞ^ŵŝƚŚ ?,ĂƵŐƚǀĞĚƚ ?ĂŶĚWĞƚƚǇ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƌĞƐĞĂƌch, the current experimental study was designed 
to examine the influence of both guilt and pride and, more importantly, to measure behaviour 
through observed/actual behaviour rather the self-reported behaviour (see Chapter 3 and Chapter 5). 
Source                                                                                          Findings 




The findings reflect a decision sequence which acknowledges a series of independent 
predictors and desire as mediator: attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioural 
ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ?ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐAPĚĞƐŝƌĞAPŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐAPďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?WŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ
anticipatory emotions (e.g. excited, delighted, happy, glad, satisfied, proud, self-
assured) predict desire to exercise and diet, whereas negative anticipatory emotions 
(e.g. angry, frustrated, guilty, ashamed, sad, disappointed, depressed, worried, 
uncomfortable, fearful) predict desire to study. 
Passyn and 
Sujan (2006) 
In the context of using sunscreen and eating high fibre foods, emotions (fear and 





The study demonstrates that negative anticipatory emotions influence intentions 
related to pro-environmental behaviour through the mediation of desire. 
The complete decision sequence is: attitude, subjective norms, perceived 
ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂů ĐŽŶƚƌŽů ?ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞĂŶƚŝĐŝƉĂƚŽƌǇĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐAPĚĞƐŝƌĞAP ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ




A meta-analysis analysis  of studies based on extended versions of Theory of Planned 
Behaviour reports that: 
a) in a significant amount of studies there was a strong relationship between 
anticipated regret and intentions and it added to the prediction of intentions over 
and above the Theory of Planned Behaviour  variables. 
b) a moderate relationship between anticipated regret and behaviour where the 
emotion has a clear influence on future behaviour. 
The decision making sequence reflects the following pattern: attitude, subjective 




The impact of a message trying to persuade charity donation is effective in the 
arousal of guilt through the mediation of empathy. Guilt in turn determines donation 
behaviour. 
Wang (2010) Attitude and anticipated emotions (angry, regret, guilt, tensed, displeased) influence 
exercising intentions, which in turn determine actual behaviour. 
 
The findings of other studies suggest that emotions act as antecedents of attitude in 
the decision making process. This means that emotions contribute to attitudinal 
appraisals and do not impact directly on behaviour/intentions, with affective 
reactions (along variables such as beliefs and experiences) informing attitudinal 
evaluations. The studies reviewed below provide evidence from contexts such as 
evaluation of television programme and public sector adverts, brand evaluation and 
recycling (Table 2.2). 
 
Table 2.2 Evidence for emotions as antecedents of attitude 
        Source                                                                                                  Findings 
Emotions as antecedents of attitude 
Lord (1994) Positively framed recycling adverts lead to more favourable attitudes 
towards recycling. Negatively framed adverts are influential in the 
situation of publicity generated news by acquaintances. Adverts framed 
positively or negatively (i.e. satisfaction and fear) lead to changes in 
actual recycling behaviour. 
Murry and Dacin (1996) Positive and negative emotions elicited by television programmes lead to 
similar evaluations of the programme. Beliefs moderate the link 
emotion-attitude. 
Bennett (1998) In the context of non-profit and public sector adverts, guilt leads to 
positive attitudes, whereas shame to negative attitudes. 
Coulter, Cotte and Moore 
(1999) 
'Ƶŝůƚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵƐ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐ ƚŚĞ ĂĚǀĞƌƚ ǁŚŝĐŚ
ƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞƐ ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ? ŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ĂĚǀĞƌƚ
depends of the evaluations of the advertisement's credibility and 
consumers' perceptions of the advertiser's manipulative intent. Various 
contexts are presented for anticipatory, existential and reactive guilt. 
William and Aaker (2000) Pure-valence and mixed-valence emotions (e.g. mixture of happiness and 
sadness related to recollection of a deceased grandmother) impact 
differently on attitude towards the advert. 
Dillard and Peck (2000) Cognitive response and emotions influence attitude towards various 
issues (e.g. drug crimes, poverty, AIDS, disabilities) thorough the 
mediation of perceived effectiveness of the advert. 
Allen, Machleit, Kleine 
and Notani (2005) 
Fear and sadness in an anticipatory form are revealed as antecedents of 
attitudes in blood donation. 
Lau-Gesk and Meyers-
Levy (2009) 
The link between emotions (positive, negative and mixed valence) and 
attitude towards the advert is moderated by motivation. 
  
 
Very little evidence is offered to support the role of emotions as moderators or 
mediators within models of decision making (Table 2.3). Such findings are limited to 
contexts such as decisions to quit smoking, vaccinations and condom use (i.e. for 
emotions as mediators) and decisions to exercise (i.e. for emotions as moderators).  
 
Table 2.3 Evidence for emotions as moderators and mediators 
     Source                                                                                                  Findings 
Emotions as mediators    
Dijkstra and Den Dijker 
(2005) 
The expectation for an external outcome expectation (related to 
smoking) can lead to negative self-evaluative emotions (i.e. 
dissatisfied, stupid of me, ashamed, fed up with myself, blame myself, 
angry at myself, guilt, regret  W grouped as one factor). These negative 
emotions predict intention and intention predicts behaviour (i.e. 
quitting smoking). 
Chapman and Coups (2006) Perceived risk related to the decision not to vaccinate leads to 
emotions of worry and regret which affect actual behaviour (i.e. 
vaccination). 
Hynie, MacDonald and 
Marques (2006) 
In the context of using condoms, attitude and subjective norms are 
found to motivate intentions to use such products and subsequently 
behaviour. Anticipated guilt and shame partially mediate the effect of 
attitude and norms on intentions. 
Steenhaut and Kenhove 
(2006) 
The influence of idealism on ethical belief is partially mediated by 
anticipated guilt. Ethical belief predicts ethical intentions. 
Emotions as moderators  
Abraham and Sheeran 
(2003) 
Attitude, subjective norms and perceived behavioural control predict 
intentions physical exercise. Behaviour is predicted by intentions and 







Table 2.4 below presents a summary of other relevant studies that could not be 
grouped under the main categories of influences that emotions can play in models of 
decision making. 
Table 2.4 Other relevant studies about emotions  
Other studies 
Ajzen (2001) Summary of moderators of attitude-behaviour; emotions are not mentioned. 
Seitz, Lord and 
Taylor (2007) 
This paper reviews factors that moderate the link attitude-behaviour; emotions 
are not mentioned. The link attitude-behaviour is moderated by activation of 
emotions (passive/active) associated with and attitude object. Emotions are 
presented as an affective component of attitude. 
Hibbert et al. 
(2007) 
Guilt impacts on donation intentions but this link is mediated by cognitive 
processes related to manipulative intent and beliefs. 
Griskevicius, 
Shiota and Nowlis 
(2010) 
Pride and contentment impact differently on product desirability and 
consequently on behavioural intentions.   
Taute, Huhmann 
and Thakur (2010) 
ŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ  ?/D ) ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞ
towards the ad and intentions in the context of public service announcements. 
EIM has a significant relationship with the dependent variables for ad response 
(attitude and intentions) for negative emotional appeals but not for positive 
appeals.  
 
In conjunction with the findings from the psychology literature (Section 2.2 and 2.4), 
the literature summarised in the tables above, offers support for the proposition 
that emotions can act as independent variables in the prediction of intentions and 
behaviour. This review indicated that Taute Huhmann anĚ dŚĂŬƵƌ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƐƚƵĚǇ
about emotional information management (see Table 2.4) could offer interesting 
insights to the present research topic and this is explained in Section 2.6 below. 
 
2.6 Emotional information management as potential moderator 
The recently developed Emotional Information Management (EIM in Taute et al., 
2010) concept with its four dimensions (recognition of emotions, management of 
negative emotions, optimistic utilisation of positive emotions and empathy) has been 
  
 
tested so far only in the context of drink and driving through adverts inducing fear 
and regret, and humour respectively. Only a general relationship was revealed 
between some EIM dimensions and the response to adverts, which was measured as 
an index of attitude to advert and intentions to comply with behaviour. Although this 
index was created in order to simplify the identification of significant relationships, 
this is not ideal as the variables are distinct concepts. There is also a need to study 
relationships between each of these dependent variables and other variables, 
beyond intentions and attitude. The potential moderator role of EIM for the 
relationship emotions-intentions/behaviour is reflected by the characteristic and 
roles played by each of its dimensions, which are described below. 
Recognition of emotions is a well-established concept in developmental psychology 
(Lane et al. 1990) and it is considered vital in emotional human processes i.e. the 
adaptative value of emotions and emotional competencies (Brackett et al., 2006; 
Izard, 2001; Mayer ans Salovey, 1995) which are relevant to all types of 
communications (Taute et al., 2010).  Individuals with greater ability to recognize 
emotions are likely to use specific approachs and avoidance behaviour (Salovey and 
Mayer, 1990) whereas individuals with reduced ability to recognize their emotions 
would be more likely to respond instinctively to emotions loaded ads (Taute et al., 
 ? ? ? ? ) ?  dĂƵƚĞ Ğƚ Ăů ? ?Ɛ ƐƚƵĚǇ ƌĞǀĞĂůĞĚ Ă ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ŝŶǀĞƌƐĞ ƌ ůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
recognition of emotions and the outcome variable, measured as index of the attitude 
towards the ad and intentions to comply with suggested behaviour. This relationship 
appeared in the case of the positive advert (i.e. inducing humorous feelings) but not 
in the case of the negative advert (i.e. eliciting fear and regret). 
The regulation of emotions is documented in psychology and it refers to both 
management of negative emotions (Ochner and Gross, 2005; Gross and Thompson, 
 ? ? ? ? ) ?Žƌ ‘ĐŽƉŝŶŐ ?- see Lazarus, 1991) and utilisation of positive emotions in order to 
balance undesired emotions or overcome certain obstacles (Schutte et al., 1998; 
dĂƉŝĂ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?'ƌŽƐƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ŚĂƐĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƌĞŐƵůĂƚŝŽŶĂƐ ‘ƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĞƐďǇ
which individuals influence which emotions they have, when they have them, and 




positive and negative emotions. Coping differs from emotional regulation through its 
 ‘ĨŽĐƵs on decreasing negative affect, and by its emphasis on much larger periods of 
ƚŝŵĞ ?  ?'ƌŽƐƐ ĂŶĚ dŚŽŵƉƐŽŶ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ) ? ^ƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ĐŽƉŝŶŐ ƚĞ ŚŶŝƋƵĞƐ ĨŽƌ ŐƵŝůƚ ĂŶĚ
shame in non-consumption situations have been identified by Silfver (2007) and 
these included reparative behaviour, chronic rumination and defences
17
.  Although 
management of negative emotions might appear irrelevant to the pride group it 
could be argued that even those consumers in the pride group were exposed to 
some stimulus evoking negative feelings such as guilt, regret, and sadness due to 
their inconsistent or lack of recycling behaviour. This was actually confirmed by the 
pre-tests which indicated a low negative affect among some respondents. It can be 
assumed that the feeling of pride could take over negative emotions if the individual 
is able to manage his/her negative emotions.  
dĂƵƚĞĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƚƵĚǇƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚŵŝǆĞĚƌĞƐƵůƚƐĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
empathy and the two types of marketing communications. In the case of the 
negative advert cognitive empathy
18
 had a negative relationship with responses to 
advert (intention and attitude), whereas emotional empathy had a positive 
relationship with the outcome variables. An overall significant relationship between 
empathy and the dependent variable was not found. Alternatively, no relationship 
was identified between empathy and the response to the positively framed advert. 
Having reviewed emotions within the psychology and marketing literature, the next 
section (2.7) will examine the area of ethical consumption, the context of this 
research. The understanding of its characteristics and the literature gaps were 
considered critical in setting the research questions and planning the research 
design.  
 
                                                          
17
 Reparative behaviour refers to actions taken to correct the cause of emotion, and intentions and 
promises to act differently in the future. Chronic rumination presumes a long-lasting uneased 
emotional ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ? /Ŷ ^ŝůĨǀĞƌ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶdefences include: externalising responsibility, 
minimising the importance of the event, and avoiding certain thoughts, people or situations. 
18
 /ŶdĂƵƚĞĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƚƵĚǇƚŚĞĞŵƉĂƚŚǇƐĐĂůĞŝƐĐŽŵƉƌŝƐĞĚŽĨŝƚĞŵƐƚŚĂƚŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞ
empathy and items that measure emotional empathy. 
  
 
2.7 Ethical consumption 
This section is organised in two sub-sections. The first one includes a discussion the 
key streams and findings related to ethics and consumption and a summary of main 
models employed within this broad area. This is followed by a sub-section dedicated 
to defining ethical consumption and ethical consumers by means of which a 
summary of key studies is also presented. 
 
2.7.1 Ethics, consumption and the consumer 
The literature within the topic of ethics and consumption has largely followed two 
streams of research.  The first stream, consumer ethics literature, is principally 
ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĨƌĂƵĚƵůĞŶƚ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ?  ?'ĂƌĚŶĞƌ ? ,ĂƌƌŝƐ ? ĂŶĚ
Kim, 1999), whose misconduct ranges from the copying of computer software 
(Thong and Yap, 1998; Vitell, Lumpkin, and Rawwas, 1991) to the purchase of illicit 
goods (Albers-Miller, 1999). The second stream, the ethical consumption, has 
focused on more positive behaviours such as fair trade (e.g. Fridell, 2006) and green 
products and consumers (Laroche, Bergeron, and Barbaro-Forleo, 2001). Though 
examining different aspects of consumer behaviour, the unifying element of these 
two streams is ethics (i.e. in both cases the decision maker refers to whether to 
include or not ethical concerns in his/her judgment). Moreover the two streams are 
connected as advances in one area have informed research in the other. Within both 
literatures particular attention was paid to models of decision making that 
considered an ethical component. Some of these models focused on the societal 
level of ethical consumption and other models on the individual level, involving 
ethical issues in business (e.g. Ferrell and Gresham, 1985; Hunt and Vitell, 1986, 
1993; Trevino, 1986) and ethical issues of consumers (e.g. Marks and Mayo, 1991; 
Shaw and Shiu, 2002). The link between the individual and the societal, the models 
ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ĐŽƌƌĞƐƉŽŶĚŝŶŐ ƐƚƌĞĂŵƐ ŽĨ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŝƐ ĂůƐŽ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ?Ɛ ĚƵĂů
representation  W  ‘ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌ ĂƐ Ă ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ĐŝƚŝǌĞŶ ĂƐ Ă ĐƵƐƚŽŵĞƌ ?  ?ĞŶŶŝŐƐĞŶ-
Foeder, 1988).  
  
 
In terms of individual psychological processes, the research interest has moved from 
ŵŽĚĞůƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽŵĂŶĂŐĞƌƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůĚŝůĞŵŵĂƐ ?Ğ ?Ő ?,ƵŶƚ
and Vitell, 1986) to a consumer-oriented perspective (e.g. Mowen, 1990). Initially, 
much of the investigation into ethical decision making was hampered by the tensions 
between philosophy and ethical behaviour (see Marks and Mayo, 1991). These were 
ƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ƌĞƐŽůǀĞĚďǇ,ƵŶƚĂŶĚsŝƚĞůů ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? )ŵŽĚĞů ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞĚďŽƚŚ
deontological norms and teleological principles. This model was subsequently used 
by Marks and Mayo (1991) in the context of consumer behaviour which also 
identified the need to distinguish between self and other stakeholders in the 
modelling of the teleological process, as the decision-maker evaluates and chooses 
differently, depending to which party is likely to bear the consequences.  
KƚŚĞƌ ŵŽĚĞůƐ ǁĞƌĞ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ũǌĞŶ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) dŚĞŽƌǇ ŽĨWůĂŶŶĞĚ ĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ  ?dW ) ?
Some of these studies highlighted the need to incorporate additional variables such 
as ethical obligation (e.g. Shaw and Clarke, 1999) and self-identity (e.g. Sparks and 
Shepherd, 1992) to increase the predictive ability of the existing model. Despite 
^ŚĂǁĂŶĚ^ŚŝƵ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )extension of the TPB (i.e. by adding self-identity and ethical 
obligation) their results suggested the explanatory power of the model was still 
limited; the attitude-ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŐĂƉǁĂƐƐƚŝůůƵŶƐŽůǀĞĚ ?'ŝǀĞŶƚŚĞdW ?ƐůŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŝŶ
explaining consumer behaviour, the concept of neutralization has been used to 
investigate conƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ  ?Ğ ?Ő ? ^ƚƌƵƚƚŽŶ ? sŝƚĞůů ? ĂŶĚ WĞůƚŽŶ ?  ? ? ? ? )
and the attitude-behaviour gap (e.g. Chatzidakis, Hibbert, and Smith, 2007). These 
findings point out the necessity of updating existing models of consumer decision 
making through the inclusion of further variables in the modelling of consumer 
decision making. In line with this, emotions are patently a powerful category of 
variables. Previous research has already highlighted their potential in the 
explanation of ethical consumer decision making (e.g. Shaw and Clarke, 1999). 
AůƚŚŽƵŐŚ DĂƌŬƐ ĂŶĚ DĂǇŽ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƉŽŝŶƚĞĚ ŽƵƚ ĂŶ  ‘ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů ĨŽŽƚƉƌŝŶƚ ?
(i.e. feelings such as remorse, shame, guilt, embarrassment, and anxiety) of those 





 ? ? ? ? ?ĞĨŝŶŝŶŐĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƚŚĞ ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ? 
dŚĞ ƚĞƌŵ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ? ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ƵƐĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞ ƚŽ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞ
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ĂŶĚƵƐĞŽĨƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚĞƐĂ ƐĂůŝĞŶƚĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ŵŽƌĂů
dimension. The hedonic function and/or product utility are, to some extent, 
subordinated by concerns about right and wrong and consequences of consumption 
acts (Starr, 2009). Research in the area of ethical consumption is broad and long 
standing.  Studies looking at the main areas of concern (e.g. Low and Davenport, 
2007; Memery et al., 2005) confirmed the broad range of issues that consumers 
display i.e. from environmental issues to human rights and ethical trading, to food 
quality. Research on environmental issues investigated recycling (Jackson et al., 
1993; Schultz, 2002), whereas considerations about human rights included labour 
conditions (e.g. Elliot and Freeman, 2001) and child labour (e.g. Edmonds and 
Pavcnik, 2002; Ranjan, 2001). Alternatively, ethical trading studies looked into fair 
trade products (e.g. Fridell, 2006; Golding and Peattie, 2005; Hira and Ferrie, 2006) 
and green products (Laroche, Bergeron and Barbaro-Forleo, 2001; Rowlands, Scott 
ĂŶĚ WĂƌŬĞƌ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? ŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ĞƚŚŝĐĂl concerns on the basis of 
culture were also areas of interests for researchers who discovered the influence of 
cultural differences in the prioritisation of ethical issues (Belk, Devinney and 
Eckhardt, 2005; Sriram and Forman, 1993). Moreover, extant literature also 
highlighted the most likely factors to influence ethical decision-making (e.g. quality, 
price, convenience, brand) to the detriment of ethics (Cowe and Williams, 2000; Levi 
and Linton, 2003; McDonald et al., 2006), and the role of personal norms 
ŝŶƚĞƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƚƌƵƐƚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƉƌŽ-social 
ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ  ?KƐƚĞƌŚƵƐ ?  ? ? ? ? ? dŚʔŐĞƌƐĞŶ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? dŚĞƌĞ ŚĂƐ ďĞ Ŷ ĂůƐŽ Ă ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐ
ƐƚƌŝǀĞ ƚŽ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ  ?Ğ ?Ő ? DĞŐŝĐŬƐ ? DĞŵĞƌǇ ĂŶĚ
Williams,  2008),  reasons for boycotting (John and Klein 2003; Klein, Smith, and John 
2002), attitudes towards an unethical and pro-social behaviour (e.g. Muldoon, 2006; 
Thogersen, 2005), values (e.g. Shaw et al., 2005), aspects of the decision making 
process (McDonald et al., 2009), and modelling of consumer rational decision making 
(e.g. Shaw, Shiu and Clarke, 2000; Shaw et al., 2006; Uusitalo and Oksanen, 2004). 
  
 
However limited attention has been paid to emotions. Only a handful of studies have 
made reference to emotions and moods experienced in the context of 
ethical/unethical choices. For example, general feelings of discomfort (Szmigin, 
Carrigan, and McEachern, 2009) along with guilt (Dahl, Honea, and Manchanda, 
2003; McEachern, Warnaby, Carrigan, and Szmigin, 2010) have been used to 
ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĂĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐƚŽƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ?ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ>ĞŽŶĂƌĚ-
Barton and Rogers (1980) found that guilt motivates a particular category of 
ǀŽůƵŶƚĂƌǇ ƐŝŵƉůŝĨŝĞƌƐ ? ƚŚĞ  ‘ĐŽŶĨŽƌŵŝƐƚƐ ? ? ĞǇŽŶĚ ƚŚĞƐĞ ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŶŽ
comprehensive study of emotions (both basic and self-conscious emotions) has been 
conducted in the ethical consumption. 
ĞƐƉŝƚĞ ƚŚŝƐ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ĞŶĚĞĂǀŽƵƌ ĂŶ ŝŶĐůƵƐŝǀĞ ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĞƚŚŝĐĂů-
unethical behaviour has not been achieved. Consumers claim the influence of values 
and intentions but this does not translate into practice. One explanation for this 
ŵŝƐĂůŝŐŶŵĞŶƚďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĂŶĚƌĞĂůŝƚǇŝƐƚŚĞƐŽĐĂůůĞĚ ‘ŐĂƉ ?ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
attitudes and behaviour (Chatzidakis et al., 2007). Inconsistent choices and attitude-
behaviour gaps of consumers who engage in ethical consumption have also been 
briefly reported by earlier studies (e.g. Carrigan and Attalla, 2001; De Pelsmacker, 
Driesen and Rayp, 2005; Schroder and McEachern, 2004). Another explanation put 
ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚ ǁĂƐ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĨůĞǆŝďůĞ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ĚŝƐƐŽŶĂŶƚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? ƚŚĂƚ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ĂĚŽƉƚ
(McEachern et al., 2010; Szimigin et al. 2009). McEachern et al. (2010: 397) describe 
ƚŚĞ ĚŝƐƐŽŶĂŶƚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ŝƐ ƵƐŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƚĞƌŵ  ‘ĨůĞǆŝďŝůŝƚǇ ?
which ŝƐ ‘ƚŚĞĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?ĂĚĂƉƚ ?ĂŶĚ ?ŽƌƌĞĂĐƚƚŽĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ-making environments 
ǁŝƚŚůŝƚƚůĞĨŽƌĨĞŝƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŝŵĞ ?ĞĨĨŽƌƚ ?ĐŽƐƚ ?ŽƌƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞ ? ?
 Another important stream of research in ethical consumption was preoccupied with 
the definition and reprĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƉƌŽĨŝůĞ  ?ƐĞĞ ĚĞƚĂŝůƐŝŶ
Diamantopoulos et al., 2003; Memery et al., 2005) which can be influenced by 
education, income, gender, religion and area-specific norms in some ethical 
consumption situations (Starr, 2009). The profile of the ethical consumer has been 
undergoing continuous conceptual transformations as definitions included: the 
 ‘ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂůĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ?ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ ?ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ?Ğ ?Ő ?Ğƌ Ğƌ ĂŶĚŽƌďŝŶ ? ? ? ? ? ?ůůĞŶ ?
Wiener and Cobb-tĂůŐƌĞŶ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? ƚŚĞ  ‘ŐƌĞĞŶ ? ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ  ?Ğ ?Ő. Prothero, 1990), the 
  
 
 ‘ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůůǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ ? ?Ğ ?Ő ?^ĐŚǁĞƉŬĞƌĂŶĚŽƌŶǁĞůů ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ƚŚĞ ‘ƐŽĐŝĂůůǇĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ?
ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚĂŶĚƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ?  ?Ğ ?Ő ?ĞůĐŚ ?  ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚƚŚĞ ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ?
(e.g. Shaw and Clarke, 1999; Strong, 1996). Among these, the last term can be 
regarded as the most comprehensive one since it describes a consumer preoccupied 
by a variety of ethical issues.  
This abundance of definitions indicates a lack of congruency in categorising the 
ethical/conscious consumer. For example, according to Webster (1975: 188), a 
ƐŽĐŝĂůůǇ ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ŝƐ  ‘Ă ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ǁŚŽ ƚĂŬĞƐ ŝŶƚŽ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ƚŚĞ ƉƵďůŝĐ
consequences of his or her private consumption or who attempts to use his or her 
ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐ ƉŽǁĞƌ ƚŽďƌŝŶŐ ĂďŽƵƚ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? ? ůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ? ZŽďĞƌts (1993: 140) 
ĚĞĨŝŶĞƐ ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĂůůǇ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ĂƐ  ‘ŽŶĞ ǁŚŽ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞƐ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ ĂŶĚ
services perceived to have a positive (or less negative) influence on the environment 
or who patronizes businesses that attempt to effect related positive social chĂŶŐĞ ? ?
Perhaps this definitional inconsistency is due to the tendency to assume that there 
are essentially two types of consumers  W ethical and unethical ones; or at best that 
consumers can be located on a continuum of ethics (McDonald et al., 2006), moving 
between three main categories: non-voluntary simplifiers, beginner voluntary 
simplifiers and voluntary simplifiers, where beginner voluntary simplifiers include for 
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ‘ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ŚĂǀĞƐƚƌŽŶŐǀŝĞǁƐŽŶǁĂƐƚĞƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĞǆĂŵŝŶŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ethical ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŽĨĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ? ?DĐŽŶĂůĚĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ŝŶ^ŚĂǁĂŶĚ
EĞǁŚŽůŵ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ǀŝĞǁ ? ĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŝǀŝĚĞĚ ŝŶƚŽ ƚǁŽ
categories according to their level of consumption  W i.e. consumers that maintain a 
certain level of consumption and consumers that reduce the level of their 
consumption. 
ůů ƚŚĞƐĞ ǀŝĞǁƐ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ >Žǁ ĂŶĚ ĂǀĞŶƉŽƌƚ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ?? ) ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ƚŚĞ
consumer is a fragmented and fickle creature, and an ethical identity becomes only 
one of many personas that a consumer can inhabit at a given time within a certain 
ƐƉĂĐĞ ? ? ŶŽƚŚĞƌ ƌĞĂƐŽŶ ĨŽƌ ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶĂů ŝŵƉƌĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŵŝŐŚƚ ďĞ ŵĞƚŚŽĚŽůŽŐŝĐĂů ? 
significant tranche of extant research provides a delineation based measurement 
scale scores in which actual behaviour is not adequately cross-referenced with 
attitude orientation (e.g. Follows and Jobber, 2000; Freestone and McGoldrick, 
  
 
2008).  The two explanations are interrelated and they call for a qualitative approach 
that would examine more closely the complexity and fragmentation of decision 
making in ethical consumption. There is some evidence for the proposition that, in 
the context of ethical consumption, consumers behave in a more complex and 
ĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŽƌǇ ĨĂƐŚŝŽŶ ? ĂƌƌŝŐĂŶ ĂŶĚ ƚƚĂůůĂ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ) ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƉŽŝŶƚĞĚ ŽƵƚ that 
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐĂĨĨĞĐƚƐĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ?ƐďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŽŶůǇ ŝŶƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ
ƚŽ ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ďĞŚĂǀŝŶŐ ĞƚŚŝĐĂůůǇ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ƚŚĞ ďŽĂƌĚ ?
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐƐĞĞŵŽŶůǇǁŝůůŝŶŐƚŽďĞƐĞůĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ?DĐĂĐŚĞƌŶĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )
alƐŽ ŽďƐĞƌǀĞ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ? ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ŝƐ  ‘ĂŶ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ŐƌŽƵƉ  ?ŽĨ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
ƚŚĂƚĞǆŚŝďŝƚĂĐŽŵƉůĞǆŵŝǆŽĨďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? ?WĞƌŚĂƉƐƚŚĞĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌŝƐĂ
 ‘ŵǇƚŚ ? ? Ăƚ ůĞĂƐƚ ŝŶ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂů ƚĞƌŵƐ ? dŚĞ ƐŽ-ĐĂůůĞĚ  ‘ƚƌŝƉůĞ ďŽƚƚŽŵ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ?
depicted by Low and Davenport (2007) as being concerned simultaneously with 
human/social welfare, animal welfare and environmental welfare, might be 
exceptions.  
Despite the fact that studies such as those of McEachern et al. (2010) and Carrigan 
ĂŶĚ ƚƚĂůůĂ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? )raise an important point about the inconsistency of behaviour 
ĂŵŽŶŐ  ‘ƉƌĞĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚůǇ ? ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ŵŽƌĞ ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ŝƐ ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚ ƚŽ
ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ŚŽǁ ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŝƐ ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĞĚ ŽǀĞƌ ƚŝŵĞ ? DĐĂĐŚĞƌŶ Ğƚ Ăů ? ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? )
study is confined only to the context of food markets and their inventory of 
explanations for dissonant behaviour is limited to standard explanations such as 
time, convenience, costs, quality, pragmatism, knowledge pressures and reduced 
individual power. There is scope to extend the list of justifications offered by 
consumers both beyond a single consumption context and to other categories of 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ‘ŵŽƌĞ ?Žƌ ‘ůĞƐƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĂŶĚƚŽĞǆĂŵŝŶĞĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
In conclusion, Section 2.6 presented the main areas of interest in ethical 
consumption and their findings. Overall, the predictive ability of extant models of 
decision making applicable to ethical consumption is rather limited and this might be 
explained by the overlook of other significant variables such as emotions. Even 
qualitative studies examining issues associated with ethical consumers showed very 
little interest in pursuing the non-rational side of ethical/unethical decisions. This 
research seeks to address this balance. 
  
 
2.8 Investigating self-conscious emotions in the context of ethical 
consumption  
Section 2.4 and 2.7 have explained in detail the characteristics of SCEs and extant 
research in ethical consumption, but a clearer explanation of why SCEs are relevant 
for investigation in the context of ethical consumption is required and this is 
provided below. 
Research in the area of ethical consumption is connected to range of issues such as 
fair-trade, recycling, human rights and abuse, products and animal testing. And 
ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ? ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞƐ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ĂŶĚ use of 
products that incorporates a salient ethical/moral dimension in relation to any of the 
following areas: human, environmental and animal welfare. According to Star (2009), 
when consuming ethically individuals render the hedonic function and/or product 
utility secondary, while right and wrong and consequences of consumption are the 
most important. The negative emotions of shame, guilt and embarrassment have 
been classified as moral emotions since they presume that the individuals 
experiencing such emotions consider the ethical/moral implications of their actions, 
whether in relation to another person or the society as a whole (Haidt, 2003: 276). It 
is this element of morality/ethics which links SCEs to the area of ethical consumption 
and renders them relevant for examination. 
In relation to the area of human welfare, some studies in the field of ethical 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶŚĂǀĞ ůŽŽŬĞĚĂƚ ƚŚĞ ƌŽůĞŽĨƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŶŽƌŵƐĂŶĚĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ƉƌŽ-social 
ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?KƐƚĞƌŚƵƐ ? ? ? ? ? ?dŚʔŐĞƌƐĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚŝƐŝƐĂƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌĂƌĞǁŚere SCEs are 
expected to influence consumption because previous research in psychology has 
shown that they can motivate individual to adhere to generic norms and standards 
(Dickerson et al., 2004).  For example, whilst achievement-oriented pride is 
connected to prosocial attitudes, positive accomplishments and self-esteem (Herrald 
and Tomaka, 2002) while induced guilt can encourage pro-social behaviour can as 
volunteering (Dougherty, 1986) and charity donations (Bozinoff and Ghingold, 1983). 
The need to research on emotions, particularly SCEs, in ethical consumption is also 
ũƵƐƚŝĨŝĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞ ‘ƐĞůĨ ?ŝƐƚŚĞĐŽƌĞĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚŽĨ^Ɛ ?>ĞĂƌǇ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?
  
 
Consumer research studies have found that the self can be central to consumption 
i.e. consumers want to label their identity through consumption (Cherrier, 2005) and 
possessions help define our extended self (Belk, 1988). The concept of self-identity 
has also been found to be relevant in ethical consumers (Shaw, Shiu, and Clarke, 
2000). 
Another element that connects SCEs to ethical consumption is the social aspect that 
both involve. Previous research has established that in many situation individual 
consumption has a salient social dimension (e.g. Higgins and Marlatt, 1975; 
Fitzmaurice and Comegys, 2006; Arnold and Reynold, 2003). Similarly, SCEs assume a 
social dimension. For example, research in psychology points out that individuals 
 ‘ĨĞĞů ?ƚŚĞŝƌƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚǇƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐƐƵĐŚĂƐƐŚĂŵĞĂŶĚƉƌŝĚĞ
(e.g. Gruenewald, 2003). Additionally Tagney et al.  ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? )ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƚŚĂƚ ‘ƐŚĂŵĞ ?
guilt, embarrassment, and pride function as an emotional barometer, providing 
ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞĂŶĚƐĂůŝĞŶƚĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬŽŶŽƵƌƐŽĐŝĂůĂŶĚŵŽƌĂůĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ ? ? 
 
2.9 Conclusion and research questions 
This chapter started by reviewing different theories and models of emotions. Overall 
these suggested the ability of emotions to influence decision making, across a range 
of social contexts. The first theories presented in this chapter (i.e. The Affect Priming, 
The Affect-as-Information Model, The Affect Infusion Model and The Differential 
Emotion Theory) are more generic since they explain some of the properties that 
emotions entail and view on how emotions influence judgements i.e. by providing 
affective information or via infusion. Alternatively, The Appraisal Tendency Approach 
(and related framework; Han, Lerner and Keltner, 2007), presents the underlying 
mechanisms (i.e. appraisal dimensions and appraisal themes) that not only explain 
the manifestation of emotions but only why emotions of similar valence can have 
ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ŝŵƉĂĐƚƐ ŽŶ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛ ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ? /ƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ůĂƚƚĞƌ ĂƐƉĞĐƚ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŝůů ŝŶĨŽƌŵ ƚŚĞ
present research because it suggests that perhaps different negative SCEs (i.e. guilt, 
shame and embarrassment) can influence consumption choices in a different way 
despite being part of the same category of emotions and have the same valence. 
  
 
Coupled with the results of the qualitative findings and previous research, this theory 
will help to choose the negative SCEs to be included in the experimental study. These 
insights will also be considered when planning, collecting and analysing the 
qualitative data. The Model of Cognitive Appraisal Theory (Watson and Spence, 
2007) suggested that the outcome desirability appraisal dimension is particularly 
representative for emotions such as pride and guilt because they are related to 
desirable or undesirable events. Thus, the concept of desirability and 
desirable/undesirable outcomes will be considered for inclusion in the development 
of the interview guide for the qualitative stage of this research. Finally The Model of 
Goal-Directed Behaviour (Perugini and Bagozzi, 2001) suggested that anticipated 
emotions influence intentions and behaviour through the mediation of desires. This 
model will have a key role in the development of the present research because it 
ŽĨĨĞƌƐ ĞŵƉŝƌŝĐĂů ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ĐĂŶ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŽŶ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ
decisions. However, Perugini and Bagozzi (2001) measured positive and negative 
emotions as part of an overall positive and negative emotional index, instead of 
estimating the discrete impact of SCEs. Thus, the qualitative stage of the present 
research will aim to confirm which emotions are most relevant in the context of 
ethical consumption, while the experimental study will be designed to measure the 
discrete impact of positive and negative SCEs on intentions and behaviour.  
Following the analysis of models and theories, a review of the psychology literature 
about SCEs was undertaken to examine the influence of these emotions, to identify 
ƚŚĞŝƌŬĞǇĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐĂŶĚŚŽǁƚŚĞƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ
of ethical decision making. The review indicated that guilt, shame and pride can have 
a strong motivational role in relation to decisions that entail some notion of 
morality/ethics and, in the case of pride only, some notion of achievement. The 
review also showed that ethical consumption is a natural context for the 
investigation of SCEs because there are several aspects which link them: personal 
norms and pro-social behaviour, ƚŚĞ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĂƐƉĞĐƚ  ?ƐĞĞ ĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚ
explanation in Section 2.8). 
A review of the literature of emotions (both basic emotions and SCEs) in 
consumption-related decisions was conducted. This analysis revealed that despite 
  
 
the fact that generic emotions have been investigated, limited attention has been 
paid to SCEs. Guilt and/or shame have been explored in relation to behaviours such 
as charity donation and attitudes towards adverts. Other studies looked at the same 
emotions but as part of a general index of negative emotions (which included 
additional emotions) in areas such as studying, exercising, pro-environmental 
concerns, and smoking. However, a general index limits the ability to identify the 
extent of the impact that guilt or shame have at an individual level. Research about 
pride in consumption is further limited and located around the concepts of 
promotion and prevention, product desirability and shopping satisfaction. Thus, 
there is substantial scope for research to analyse SCEs in the context of ethical 
consumption. 
In relation to ethical consumption, the literature review pointed out that although 
previous studies have investigated a series of issues (e.g. profile of ethical 
consumers, motivations for ethical consumption, rational modelling of decision 
making) and sub-contexts (human, environmental and animal welfare-related), very 
little attention has been paid to the role of emotions, and SCEs in particular. In 
addition, the literature review also suggested the possibility of the EIM construct to 
act as a moderator for influence of SCEs on intentions and/or behaviour.  
KǀĞƌĂůů ? ƚŚŝƐ ĐŚĂƉƚĞƌ ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚ ĂŶ ŽǀĞƌǀŝĞǁ ŽĨ ^ ?ƐĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ ĂŶĚ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ
motivate all kinds of behaviour. It also revealed limited research undertaken in 
relation to SCEs (in particular pride) in the context of ethical consumption and thus 
pointed towards the need for a research into the manifestation of emotions in 
ethical-unethical consumption choices. Based on the identification of these gaps, the 
following research questions were formulated: 
ZK ? P dŽ ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞ ǁŚĂƚ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĐĐƵƌ ŝŶ ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ĂŶĚ
ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐůǇ ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ? 
RO2: To understand the anatomy of emotions in ethical consumer choice i.e. 





RO3: To examine if and how consumers manage the emotions aroused by 























Chapter 3  Methodology 
 
3.1 Introduction  
This chapter aims to give an overview of the methodology used in the two studies 
conducted for this research. It starts by presenting a brief outline to the mixed-
methods approach employed (Section 3.2) and its positioning within the positivism 
paradigm. Section 3.3 presents in detail the methodology for the qualitative study, 
while Section 3.4. details the methodology for the experimental study. The chapter 
concludes with a summary (Section 3.5). 
The literature review presented in Chapter 2 revealed that emotions in ethical 
consumption have been under-researched. It became clear that there were 
opportunities for both an exploratory study into how emotions (including SCEs) 
might influence decision making in ethical consumption, and for testing the impact 
of marketing communications that induce such emotions on consumer intentions 
and actual behaviour. These research opportunities, which were meant to 
complement each other, required different methodologies.  
 
3.2 Mixed-methods approach  
Given the research objectives, the present research was carried out in two stages 
(see Figure 3.1) and it was designed as a mixed-method investigation into the role of 
self-conscious emotions in ethical consumption. The mixed methodology was 
considered appropriate because the present research wanted to gain an insight not 
ŽŶůǇŝŶƚŽƚŚĞŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞŽĨ^ƐŝŶƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ
making (via a qualitative exploratory study) but also to test and compare to what 
extent marketing communication inducing such emotions can sway consumers 





Figure 3.1 Stages of the present research 
 
The methodological issues for the two studies are presented below (Section 3.3 and 
Section 3.4) while the findings are detailed in Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 respectively.  
The mixed-methods approach used in this research sits within the positivist 
paradigm (ƐĞĞdĂďůĞ  ? ? ? ĨŽƌ ĚĞƚĂŝůƐ ) ? 'ĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ ? Ă ƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶĚ Ĩŝ ĞĚ ĂƐ  ‘Ă
loose collection of logically held-together assumptions, concepts and propositions 
ƚŚĂƚ ŽƌŝĞŶƚĂƚĞƐ ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ?  ?ŽŐĚĂŶ ĂŶĚ ŝŬůĂŶ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ) ? dŚĞ ƚŚƌĞĞ
different dimensions which define paradigms (i.e. ontology, epistemology and 






Study 1 - Qualitative study 
 (in-depth semi-structured interviews) 
Study 2 - Quantitative study 
(laboratory experiment) 
Findings &  
empirical and theoretical contributions 
  
 
Table 3.1 Alternative inquiry paradigms 
Item Positivism Post-positivism Critical theory Constructivis
m 
Ontology Naïve realism  W 
 ‘ƌĞĂů ?ƌĞĂůŝƚǇďƵƚ
apprehendable 
Critical realism  W  ‘ƌĞĂů ?




Historical realism  W
virtual reality 
shaped by social, 
political, cultural, 
economic, ethnic, 
and gender values; 
crystallized over 

































Dialog/ dialectical  Hermeneutical
/ dialectical  
Source: Guba and Lincoln (1994: 109) 
 
 
3.3 Methodology for qualitative study  
This section is dedicated to the methodology employed on in the qualitative study 
that explored the manifestation of emotions in ethical consumption situations via in-
depth interviews. Firstly, the rationale for and the context of this study are discussed 
(3.4.1). This is followed by the presentation of the data collection method (3.4.2) and 
the sampling process (3.4.3). A separate subsection is dedicated to the data analysis 
procedures (3.4.4) and the issues that were considered when designing the study. 
The latter aspect is presented in detail in two subsections i.e. validity and reliability 
(3.4.5) and social desirability bias (3.4.6). 
  
 
3.3.1 Rationale and the context  
Given the limited research dedicated to emotions in the context of ethical 
consumption, a qualitative study employing semi-structured in-depth interviews was 
designed as an exploratory piece of research which was oriented towards discovery 
(theory-generating) rather than justification (theory-testing) (Hunt, 1983).  
The use of qualitative methods is justified both when the aim is to a) explore 
phenomena about which little is known and/or b) gain a new understanding about 
existing phenomena (Stern, 1980). The appropriateness of the methodology is clearly 
reflected in the particular objectives of this study: 
ZK ? P dŽ ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞ ǁŚĂƚ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĐĐƵƌ ŝŶ ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ĂŶĚ
ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐůǇ ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ? 
RO2: To understand the anatomy of emotions in ethical consumer choice i.e. 
in terms of any discernible taxonomy, intensity, sources of elicitation, 
ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶĞƚĐ ?ĂŶĚŚŽǁĚŽƚŚĞǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ
making. 
RO3: To examine if and how consumers manage the emotions aroused by 
 ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ? 
The context of this study was ethical consumption with no particular focus on a 
single aspect of ethical consumption. The broad context included the three general 
areas of concern that have been associated with ethical consumption  W human 
welfare, animal welfare and environmental welfare (Low and Davenport, 2007). As 
explained in more detail in the following subsection (3.4.2), the interviewees were 
asked to recount both ethical and unethical recent consumption experiences. The 
interviewees described these experiences based on their own definition of what 
ethical consumption entails. The purpose was to gain detailed insights into the 
manifestation of emotions and their impact on the consumption cycle (i.e. here 
including different stages  W purchase, consumption and disposal) rather than 
ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐŽŶĂƐĞƚĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƐƵĐŚĂƐďƵǇŝŶŐĨĂŝƌƚƌĂĚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ ? 
  
 
3.3.2 Data collection method 
Semi-structured in-depth interviews were considered the most appropriate form of 
data capture.  This was justified by the limited research conducted in relation to 
emotions (both basic and SCEs) and ethical consumption and by the research 
objectives. Moreover, previous research indicated that self-conscious emotions are 
multi-faceted and that their influence on behaviour can be complex. Interviews were 
also considered appropriate as experimental research focusing on dissonance has 
ďĞĞŶĐƌŝƚŝĐŝƐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƐƚĨŽƌŶŽƚŽĨĨĞƌŝŶŐƌĞĂůŝƐƚŝĐŝŶƐŝŐŚƚƐ ?ĂŶĚĨŽƌƵƐŝŶŐƚŚĞ ‘forced-
ĐŽŵƉůŝĂŶĐĞƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵ ? ?ƐĞĞKůŝǀĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ?KƐŚŝŬĂǁĂ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ^ŽƵƚĂƌĂŶĚ^ǁĞĞŶĞǇ ?
2003). In-depth interviews were also likely to limit the risk of socially-desirable 
answers in comparison to some quantitative methods (Belk, Devinney, and Eckhardt, 
2005). 
/ŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐĨŽůůŽǁĞĚĂĨůĞǆŝďůĞĨŽƌŵĂƚ ?<ǀĂůĞ ? ? ? ? ? ?K 'ƵŝŶŶĂŶĚ&ĂďĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ?tŝůůŝƐ ?
1990) and interviews were humanistic in nature i.e. they were as informal as possible 
ĂŶĚĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ ŝŶ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ?ŚŽŵĞƐ ?ƐƐƵƌĂŶĐĞŽĨĂŶŽŶǇŵŝƚǇĂŶĚĐŽŶĨŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůŝƚǇ 
was provided at the beginning of interview and after consent was given the 
interview was carried out. At the end of the interview, each consumer was debriefed 
about the purpose of the research and was thanked. 
Overall, consumers were asked to recall a situation when they engaged in a purchase 
that they considered to be ethical and unethical. The interviewees were encouraged 
to describe their emotional experiences during these consumption episodes. No 
particular definition of ethical/unethical consumption was provided i.e. consumers 
offered their own interpretation of these terms. More specifically, the structure of 
ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ŐƵŝĚĞ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ P Ă )  ‘ŝĐĞ-ďƌĞĂŬŝŶŐ ? ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ  ?ŝ ?Ğ ? ĂďŽƵƚ ŚŽďďŝĞƐ ?
shopping and general consumption habits); b) questions about any type of concerns 
that consumers might have about the implications of their consumption (i.e. as 
specified by interviewees, whether financial, ethical, health related; if ethical 
implications were not mentioned then the researcher inquired about this matter); c) 
questions that asked consumers to talk in turn about a recent ethical and unethical 
consumption-related choice; d) pro-social behaviour (e.g. charity giving, 
  
 
volunteering) and generic concern for ethical consumption; e) socio-demographic 
questions. The structure of the interview is also presented in Appendix 3.1.  
 
3.3.3 Sampling 
Interviews were conducted in the East Midlands, England between January and April 
2010 and were undertaken until thematic saturation was reached. The selection of 
the interviewees was not made on the basis of strong ethical orientation. The aim 
was to engage with consumers that varied in their magnitude of ethical orientation 
and who displayed both ethical and unethical behaviour over a period of time. 
Consumers that indicated that they were never susceptible to ethically conscious 
behaviour or ethical considerations were excluded from the research since the study 
was concerned with identifying multiple behavioural patterns.  
Respondents were recruited through snowball sampling using social networks. The 
cohort included 31 British consumers, who could be described as predominantly 
 “ŵŝĚĚůĞ-ĐůĂƐƐ ? ?dŚĞƐŝǌĞŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŚŽƌƚĐŽŵƉĂƌĞƐĨĂǀŽƵƌĂďůǇƚŽƚŚĞƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ
(e.g. Szmigin, Carrigan and McEachern, 2009; McEarchern et al., 2010).  Moreover, 
ƚŚĞƐĞ ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ƌĞůŝĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚ ĂƐ  ‘ƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇ
ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?Žƌ ‘ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ? 
The sample was balanced in terms of gender and the age ranged from 19-55 years; 
although the majority of the interviewees were in the age group of 25-40 years. 
Older interviewees were not recruited because of the nature of the employed 
sample, i.e. a convenience snowball sample. The cohort comprised respondents from 
a broad range of backgrounds with all interviewees having attended higher 
education, in full-time and part-time employment with diverse job descriptions such 
as secretary, doctor, teacher, IT technician, lawyer, middle manager, and social care 
assistant. Overall, the sample was also balanced in terms of the overall ethical 
orientation of consumers i.e. it included respondents with strong ethical concerns 
and those who admitted to quite limited ethical concerns and some other consumers 
somewhere in between. 
  
 
The sampling method followed the guidelines of theoretical sampling and this was in 
accordance with the chosen methodology. In theoretical sampling the main concern 
ŝƐ ƐĂŵƉůŝŶŐĂĚĞƋƵĂĐǇƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶŐĞŶĞƌĂůŝǌĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƚŚĞĞŶƚŝƌĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ?  ‘^ĂŵƉůĞ
size is important only as it relates to judging the extent to which issues of saturation 
ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ? ?ŽǁĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?/ŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐƚƵĚǇ ?
the selected sample can be regarded as suitable because it included people who 
characterised and had knowledge/manifested the behaviour which was consistent 
with the research topic (Bowen, 2008) and thus allowed to achieve good 
representativeness of the researched concepts (Corbin and Strauss, 1990). 
Data saturation was reached after 31 interviews and in particular this was achieved 
when the new data could be included into categories and subcategories already 
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚ  ?ŚĂƌŵĂǌ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? dŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ƐŝŶĐĞ ‘ƐĂƚƵƌĂƚŝŶŐ ĚĂƚĂ ĞŶƐƵƌĞƐ
replication in categories; [while] replication verifies, and ensures comprehension and 
ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞŶĞƐƐ ? ?DŽƌƐĞet al., 2002: 12). 
 
  3.3.4 Data analysis procedures 
The data analysis procedures of the qualitative study were designed to incorporate 
both a deductive and an inductive approach (see Figure 3.2) 
 
                                  
Figure 3.2 Stages in the data analysis procedures 
RO 1 
 ?Stage 1 - 
Deductive 
coding   
RO 2 and RO 3 





Firstly, the deductive approach was employed in the first stage of the data analysis 
and it entailed coding procedures. This approach was required by the need to 
correctly identify the emotions reported by consumers in relation to their ethical and 
unethical experiences, as specified by RO1. The literature in psychology 
acknowledges that, sometimes, individuals experience difficulties in expressing their 
emotions while at other times they mislabel their emotions (e.g. mistake guilt for 
shame, anxiety for fear). The deductive procedure was also informed by the nature 
of content. Secondly, the inductive approach followed the general protocol 
associated with grounded theory
19
 as RO2 and RO3 aim to gain insights into the 
anatomy and management of emotions and to discover to what extent they 
ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐ ?/ƚǁĂƐĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĂŶƐǁĞƌƐĨŽƌƚŚĞƐĞ
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ  ‘ŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĚĂƚĂ ? ? DŽƌĞ ǀĞƌ ? ŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚ ƚŚĞŽƌǇ
was regarded as a suitable method for examining a largely unexplored topic i.e. the 
role of SCEs in ethical consumption. The following sections describe in more detail 
the procedures for the deductive and inductive approach. 
 
Coding and the nature of content 
The literature about qualitative content analysis distinguishes between manifest 
content and latent content (see Table 3.2). The former is related to aspects and 
concepts easily recognisable in a text (e.g. gender, age; see Potter and Levine-
Donnerstein, 1999) while the later represents the underlying meaning of the 
message that has to be discovered (Babbie, 1992). Furthermore, Potter and Levine-
Donnerstein (1999: 259) differentiate between two types of latent content: a) 
pattern content ǁŚĞƌĞ  ‘ƚŚĞ ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞƌ of the content analysis puts precedence with 
the content and believed that there is an objective pattern there that all coders 
should uncover by sorting through symbols and recognizing the connections among 
                                                          
19
 dŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ  ‘ƉƵƌĞ ? ŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚ ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ďƵƚ ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĞĚ ďǇ ŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚ ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ?
The aim in using grounded theory was not that of developing a theory of self-conscious emotions or 
theory of ethical consumption but rather the data analysis guidelines associated with grounded 
theory were seen as appropriate in orienting the researcher in the discovery of a complex 
phenomenon i.e. the influence of self-conscious emotions on ethical/unethical choices made by 
consumers in the context of ethical consumption. 
  
 
ƚŚĞŵ ?ĂŶĚď )projective content  ĨŽƌǁŚŝĐŚ ‘ƚŚĞresearcher puts precedence with the 
ĐŽĚĞƌƐ ?ũƵĚŐĞŵĞŶƚƐĂŶĚďĞůŝĞǀĞƐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞŶƚĂƌĞƐǇŵďŽůƐƚŚĂƚ
require viewers to access their pre-existing mental schema in order to judge the 
ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ ? ?  ‘tŝƚŚ Ă ƉƌŽũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ ? ƌĞƐĞarchers operating in an 
inductive role clearly want to find out how a population defines something and how 
sensitive that population is to the occurrence of that thing. Rather than beginning 
with a theory, the designers begin with a belief that people in the population share a 
ƐĐŚĞŵĂ ? ?WŽƚƚĞƌĂŶĚ>ĞǀŝŶĞ-Donnerstein, 1999: 264).  
 
Table 3.2 Comparing and contrasting three types of content 
Type of content to be coded 
 Manifest Latent pattern Projective 
Locus meaning Discrete content 
characteristics  
Pattern of content 
characteristics 
ZĞĐĞŝǀĞƌƐ ?ŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ
cued to schema 
Role of theory Not relevant  Theory is basis for 
deducing coding scheme 
Deductions of codes from 
weak theory; inductions of 
results to stronger theory  
Task for coders Clerical 
recording 
Recognizing patterns Constructing interpretations 





Coding of emotions based on coding schemes developed by 
psychologists (e.g. Roseman; see Appendix 3.2) or coding 
based on the guidelines offered by the literature in 
identifying various types of pride, guilt (see Chapter 2) 
Source: Potter and Levine-Donnerstein (1999: 261). 
 
Grounded theory 
While the review of the literature indicated that ethical consumption could be a 
natural context for the manifestation of SCEs and that certain SCEs can influence 
decision making in various contexts, no particular theory or framework existed to 
explain the influence of such emotions on ethical-unethical consumption choices (i.e. 
within the areas of human welfare, environmental welfare and animal welfare). As a 
result conducting the analysis of the qualitative findings using grounded theory 
guidelines was considered the most appropriate method. Grounded theory was not 
  
 
ĂƉƉůŝĞĚ  ‘ƉĞƌ ƐĞ ? ? ƐŝŶĐĞ ŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇ ƚŚŝƐ ŵĞƚŚŽĚ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ŶŽ ŚǇƉŽƚŚĞƐĞƐ ĂƌĞ
developed pre-research and the investigator should start the inquiry with as few 
preconceptions as possible (Hallberg, 2006). As discussed in Chapter 2, various 
models and frameworks have been developed and tested to demonstrate types of 
influences that emotions have on decision making across different consumption and 
non-consumption contexts, and these have informed the present research to some 
extent. Thus it cannot be argued that the qualitative analysis followed faithfully the 
grounded theory norms as the researcher was aware of these previous findings and 
possibly displayed some related biases. While it was expected that emotions could 
ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚ ?ŽƌďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?ƐŽŵĞŽƚŚĞƌĂƐƉĞĐƚƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞ
decision making cycle were expected to be uncovered in the data and, subsequently, 
contribute to the development of the understanding (i.e. a sort of preliminary 
 ‘ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ? )ĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƌŽůĞŽĨƐĞůĨ-conscious emotions in ethical behaviour.  
The decision to use grounded theory to guide the qualitative data analysis is also in 
accordance with the post-positivist paradigm since the grounded theory method is 
reŐĂƌĚĞĚĂƐ ‘ĂďƌŽĂĚŵĞƚŚŽĚǁŝƚŚĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞƐƚŚĂƚǁŽƌŬŝŶƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞĂŶĚƚŚĂƚ
ĂƌĞƐƵŝƚĂďůĞƚŽƉƌĂŐŵĂƚŝĐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ ? ?,ĂůůďĞƌŐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ? 
The two key texts that defined grounded theory were The discovery of grounded 
theory: strategies for qualitative research (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) and Basics of 
qualitative research: grounded theory procedures and techniques (Strauss and 
Corbin, 1990) which are referred to as the classic grounded theory and the 
reformulated grounded theory respectively (Hallberg,  ? ? ? ? ) ? /Ŷ 'ůĂƐĞƌ ?Ɛ ǀŝĞǁ
ŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚƚŚĞŽƌǇĐĂŶďĞŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞĚĂƐ ‘ ‘ĞŝƚŚĞƌĂƐĂǁĞůů-codified set of propositions in 
a running text of theoretical discussion, using conceptual categories and their 
ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐ ? ?  ?'ůĂƐĞƌ ĂŶĚ ^ƚƌĂƵƐƐ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ) ? KŶ Ă ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ƚŽŶĞ ? Strauss and Corbin 
(1990, 1998) state that the essence of this theory are concepts which are interlinked 
and form a conceptual framework seeking to explain a phenomenon. Based on these 
two views, a key difference between the classic and reformulated grounded theory 
ĐĂŶďĞŵĂĚĞ ?/ŶŽƚŚĞƌǁŽƌĚƐ ?ŝŶ'ůĂƐĞƌ ?ƐŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ‘ĂŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚƚŚĞŽƌǇƐƚƵĚǇĐĂŶƌĞƐƵůƚ
in an empirically grounded hypothesis that can be further tested and verified with 





ƚŚĂƚ ‘ĂŶĞŵƉŝƌŝĐĂůůǇŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚƚŚĞŽƌǇŝƐďŽƚŚŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚĂŶĚǀĞƌŝĨŝĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĚĂƚĂ ? ? ?ƚŚĞ
developed theory can be applied and used in practice without further testinŐ ?
(Hallberg, 2006: 143). A summary of the characteristics of the grounded theory 
method are presented in Appendix 3.3. 
The data was analysed according to the procedures specified by the reformulated 
grounded theory (Strauss and Corbin, 1990, 1998). Firstly, concepts that were found 
to pertain to the same phenomenon were grouped and they subsequently formed 
categories (e.g. family pressure, price, style, hedonism formed the category 
 ‘ũƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ) ? dŚĞƐĞ ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚ ŚŝŐŚĞƌ ů ǀĞů ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐ ĂŶĚ ƚhey 
emerged through constant comparisons among the lower level concepts. These 
categories were established based on various elements (Corbin and Strauss, 1990) 
Ğ ?Ő ? ƚŚĞ ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ  ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ůŝĨĞĐǇĐůĞ ? ǁĂƐ ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ďĂƐŝƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐ
elements: intensity of guilt, temporal manifestation of guilt and impact on future 
decisions. Secondly, the analysis presumed continuous comparisons which meant 
that categories were confirmed and bias was reduced. The use of comparisons also 
revealed sub-divisions of concepts/categories e.g. types of guilt and guilt 
management strategies. As the data was analysed, hypotheses about various 
relationships between emotions and decision making were created and were 
constantly verified during the data analysis of the remaining interviews. The coding 
process included three types of coding: open coding, axial coding and selective 
coding. These are detailed in Table 3.3 and examples from the qualitative study are 







Table 3.3 Types of coding in grounded theory 
Type   Description Coding example from the 





The data was broken down analytically. Events, 
consumption experiences, justifications were 
compared against others for similarities and 
differences. Based on these aspects various 
concepts have been identified and labelled. 
Conceptually similar concepts have been 
grouped to form categories and sub-categories.  
Concepts: context, agent of 
evaluation, intensity of guilt 
Category: taxonomy of guilt 
Subcategory: internally 




Categories were linked to their sub-categories 
and the proposed relationships were tested 
using the data. The link between categories and 
sub-categories was based on the aspects of the 
 ‘ĐŽĚŝŶŐ ƉĂƌĂĚŝŐŵ ? ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐ ? ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?
strategies and consequences. At this stage, 
further categories have been identified as well. 
tŚĞŶ ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŶŐ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
experience of emotions in 
ethical-unethical choices (see  
Theme 4 below) the axial 
coding technique lead to the 
identification  of interactions 
between different emotions; 
conditions/situations under 
which emotions arise and 
under which they influence 
decision making; strategies 
for managing regret and guilt; 
consequences of experiencing 
emotions in terms of 





In the final stages of the data analysis all 
categories have been unified around a central 
 ‘ĐŽƌĞ ? ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ ? dŚĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ
 ‘ĐŽƌĞ ?ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐǁĂƐĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ
in terms of conditions, action/interaction 
strategies or consequences.  
dŚĞ  ‘ĐŽƌĞ ? ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ
present research was the 
central phenomenon of 
interest i.e. SCEs.  
Source: Based on the guidelines offered by Corbin and Strauss (1990) 
 
The coding process detailed above enabled the identification of specific themes 




Table 3.4 Themes emerging from data analysis 
 
Theme 1 
ŝƐƐŽŶĂŶƚďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂƐƚŚĞŶŽƌŵĨŽƌƚŚĞ ?ŵŽƌĞ ?ĂŶĚ ?ůĞƐƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ 
 Categories*  Subcategories 
Category 1: Common areas of ethical behaviour Animal welfare, human welfare, 
environmental welfare 
Category 2: Trade-offs for ethical properties - 
Category 3: Dissonant behaviour within the same 




The need to justify dissonant behaviour      
Category 1: Appealing to higher loyalties - 
Category 2: Law of the ledger - 
Category 3: Lack of information - 
Category 4: Denial of responsibility - 
Category 5: Self-image - 
Category 6: Hedonic reasons and emotions - 
  
Theme 3  
Compensatory choices in ethical consumption 
Category 1: Compensation between ethical-unethical 
choices among different areas of concern 
- 
Category 2: Compensation between ethical-unethical 
choices within the same area of concern 
- 
Theme 4 
Experience of emotions in ethical-unethical consumption choices 
Category 1: Basic emotions   
Positive emotions, negative emotions 
 
Category 2: SCEs Pride, shame, embarrassment, guilt  
 
Category 3: Taxonomy of guilt Context, intensity, agent of evaluation 
 
Category 4: Management strategies for guilt and regret Regret strategies  W ignorance; 
justifications; promises for improved 
future behaviour 
  Guilt strategies  W outcome/ expediency 
oriented actions; introspection; 
diminishing net impacts; the use of 
positive emotions.   




3.3.5 Validity and reliability 
The issues of validity and reliability can be discussed in relation to the two key types 
of latent content revealed by the data i.e. latent pattern content and projective 
content. 
In relation to the latent pattern content, research in psychology (as shown in Chapter 
2) specified patterns and characteristics of SCEs which allowed the differentiation of 
these emotions (e.g. how to differentiate guilt from shame; how to differentiate 
hubristic pride from achievement-oriented pride) and the association of SCEs with 
certain types of behaviour or concepts (e.g. guilt and amendment; pride and self-
esteem). This has ensured increased predictive and construct validity for the findings 
derived from the content analysis. Face validity was also ensured because the coding 
related to the identification of emotions relied on theory-based definitions. This was 
in accordance with the guidelines provided by Folger, Hewes and Poole (1984) which 
stated that a coding system that is logically consistent and in which categories are 
clearly defined will ensure good face validity. Altogether these represented rules for 
element orienting pattern recognition (Potter and Levine-Donnerstein, 1999). 
ZĞůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇǁĂƐĂůƐŽĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚ ŝŶƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƋƵĂůŝƚĂƚŝǀĞƐƚƵĚǇƐŝŶĐĞ  “ƚŽ
make valid inferences from the text, it is important that the classification procedure 
ďĞ ƌĞůŝĂďůĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐĞŶƐĞ ŽĨ ďĞŝŶŐ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ ?  ?tĞďĞƌ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ) ? ZĞůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇof the 
findings was guaranteed by the consistency with the standards created by the 
researcher in accordance with the definitions and patterns specified by the theory. 
This was regarded critical since a misapplication of the coding rules/scheme to the 
data represents a threat to reliability. 
On a more general level, validity was reinforced by a coding scheme that included 
strong norm rules for orienting pattern recognition. Krippendorff (1980) delineated 
three types of reliability  W stability, reproducibility and accuracy20. The reliability of 
                                                          
20
 According to Krippendorff (1980: 130- ? ? ? ) ? ‘ƐƚĂďŝůŝƚǇŝƐƚŚĞĚĞŐƌĞĞƚŽǁŚŝĐŚĂƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŝƐŝŶǀĂƌ ĂŶƚŽƌ
ƵŶĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐŽǀĞƌƚŝŵĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŝƚŝƐƚŚĞǁĞĂŬĞƐƚĨŽƌŵŽƌƌĞůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇĂŶĚƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞƚƌƵƐƚĞĚĂƐƚŚĞƐŽůĞ
indicator of tŚĞĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďŝůŝƚǇŽĨ ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĚĂƚĂ ĨŽƌ ŝŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞĂŶĚĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ? ?  ‘ZĞƉƌŽĚƵĐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ŝƐ
the degree to which a process can be recreated under varying circumstances, at different locations, 
ƵƐŝŶŐĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĐŽĚĞƌƐ ? ? ‘ĐĐƵƌĂĐǇŝƐƚŚĞĚĞŐƌĞĞƚŽǁŚŝĐŚĂƉƌŽĐĞss functionally conforms to a known 
ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ ?ŽƌǇŝĞůĚƐǁŚĂƚŝƚŝƐĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚƚŽǇŝĞůĚ ? ?
  
 
the projective content was ensured through the reproducibility test which presumed 
a test-retest procedure implying that parts of the data were an additional coder. 
Overall the same coding patterns/categories emerged which supported the notion 
that the findings are reliable. 
ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŽƌďŝŶ ĂŶĚ ^ƚƌĂƵƐƐ  ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? )  ‘ƚŚĞgeneralizability of the grounded 
theory is partially achieved through the process of abstraction taking place over the 
entire course of the research... At the same time, a grounded theory specifies the 
ĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐƵŶĚĞƌǁŚŝĐŚĂƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶŽŶŚĂƐďĞĞŶĨŽƵŶĚŝŶƚŚŝƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌĚĂƚĂ ? ?dŚĞ
details on the category generation/coding process presented in Subsection 3.4.4 
shows that an adequate level of abstraction was undertaken thus ensuring an 
appropriate level of generalizability. Furthermore, the methodical theoretical 
sampling (see Section 3.4.3) ensures a good level of heterogeneity and variability 
ǁŚŝĐŚ ůĞĂĚ ƚŽ  ‘ŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ ŐĞŶĞƌĂůŝǌĂďŝůŝƚǇ ? ƉƌĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚ ƉƌĞĚŝctive capacity of the 
ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ? ?ŽƌďŝŶĂŶĚ^ƚƌĂƵƐƐ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ? 
It must be acknowledged that in the case of any qualitative study, the reliability of 
the findings is partially limited by the involvement of the researcher and his/her 
subjective interpretation of the content. Furthermore, it is unlikely that the re-
assessment of the same content by a different researcher will be exactly the same 
(Crane, 1998). Another limitation that must be recognized is the fact that, 
irrespective of the approach or decision ŵĂĚĞŝŶƚŚĞĚĂƚĂĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐ ? ‘ŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚƚŚĞŽƌǇ
ŝƐ ƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐŝďůĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ƐĞŶƐĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƚ ŝƐ ǀĞƌŝĨŝĂďůĞ ?  ?ŽƌďŝŶ ĂŶĚ ^ƚƌĂƵƐƐ ?  ? ? ? ? P
424). Nevertheless, the interviews conducted during the qualitative study remain the 








3.3.6 Social desirability bias  
Social desirability bias (SDB) is a key concern for research vis-à-vis matters which can 
be considered socially unwelcomed (Tourangeau and Yan, 2007). SDB is a major 
concern for quantitative studies and self-reported measures. However, given the 
focus of the present qualitative study i.e. on ethical or moral aspects of 
consumption, social desirability bias was likely to affect the findings unless some 
measures towards its management were undertaken. These included guarantees of 
confidentiality and anonymity; face-saving questions (Nancarrow et al., 2001) and 
the choice offered to consumers to describe both ethical choices (i.e. sociably 
desirable decisions) and unethical choices (i.e. unsociably desirable decisions). The 
interview guide (see Appendix 3.1) shows that the discussing about ethical matters 
ǁĂƐƉƌŽŵƉƚĞĚ ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨ  ‘ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŵĞĂŶƚ ƚŚĂƚĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ǁĞƌĞŶŽƚ
immediately facing questions about their dĞŐƌĞĞ ŽĨ  ‘ĂƉƉůŝĞĚ ĞƚŚŝĐƐ ? ? Ŷ ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů
measure was taken to minimise the effect of social desirability bias. During the 
interview, the discussion touched on various aspects of consumption e.g. revisiting 
aspects already discussed through oblique references. This meant that the 
researcher constantly listened for contradictions and inquired further about those if 
they arose during the interviews. In addition, contradictions were checked for in the 
data analysis and findings were treated with caution.   
The qualitative study was designed as an exploratory study meant to examine the 
manifestation of both SCEs and basic emotions. It was expected that it would 
highlight the most salient emotions which influence decisions in the context of 
ethical consumption and thus inform next stage of the research. The experimental 
study, designed as the second stage, aimed to uncover if marketing communications 
 ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ĂĚǀĞƌƚƐ ŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĞƐĂůŝĞŶƚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ )ǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞĂŶ ŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
decisions i.e. in terms of intentions and actual behaviour.  A detailed description of 





3.4 Methodology for the experimental study  
This section discusses the methodology for the experimental study.  The 
methodology was chosen in accordance with the research objective RO4 that aimed 
ƚŽ  ‘ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĞĨĨĞĐƚ ŽĨ ĂĚǀĞƌƚƐ ŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐƉƌŝĚĞ ĂŶĚ ŐƵŝůƚ ŽŶ
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶs and actual ethical behaviour (i.e. expressed as 
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ) ? ĂŶĚ Z ? ?  ‘dŽ ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞ ƚŚĞ ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŝŶŐ ƌŽůĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů
information management concept (EIM) in relation to the links SCEs  W intentions and 
SCEs  W ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? ?ƐĞĞ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ) ? 
Particular aspects relating to this methodology are presented below in seven 
subsections. The first subsection (3.5.1) affirms the rationale for choosing laboratory 
experiments. Building on this, the second subsection (3.5.2) presents the 
experimental design and its stages, followed by a discussion of the context and 
sample in 3.5.3. The questionnaire development and its pre-testing are reviewed in 
Subsection 3.5.4 followed by a discussion of the data collection procedures (3.5.5).  
The issues of validity and reliability (3.5.6) and social desirability bias (3.5.7) are 
considered as well. 
 
3.4.1 Laboratory experiments  
Experiments are considered a valid and appropriate method for various studies in 
social sciences. One of the most cited advantages of experiments is their ability to 
test accurately for causal relationships and their ability to control for countervailing 
factors (see Jones, 1985; Smith, 2000). Laboratory experiments have been widely 
used in research dedicated to emotions and various aspects of consumption (e.g. 
Lau-Gesk and Meyers-Levy, 2009; Griskevicius et al., 2010; Lin et al., 2006). 
According to Cook and Campbell (1976) there are three key main characteristics of 
experiments that allow the examination of variable/s of interest: a) the ability to 
form groups that can be compared; b) the facility to manipulate subjects in different 
groups with various types of manipulations; c) the ability to control for other 
variables. An early definition of laboratory experiments was provided by Festinger 
  
 
(1971: 9) wŚŝĐŚ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ŝƚ ĂƐ Ă ŵĞƚŚŽĚ ŝŶ ǁŚŝĐŚ  ‘ƚŚĞ ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚŽƌ ĐƌĞĂƚĞƐ Ă
situation with the exact conditions he [or she] wants to have and in which he [or she] 
ĐŽŶƚƌŽůƐƐŽŵĞ ?ĂŶĚŵĂŶŝƉƵůĂƚĞƐŽƚŚĞƌ ?ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ? ? 
Other main advantages of laboratory experiments are the high opportunity for 
random assignment, precise quality of manipulations, high control over variables 
(Greenberg and Tomlinson, 2004) and ease in ensuring informed consent and privacy 
(Goodwin, 2008). A good design of these characteristics is considered to increase the 
internal validity of laboratory experiments (Brewer, 2000).  The main limitation 
associated with such experiments is artificiality. However, some argue that this is not 
ĂŶŝƐƐƵĞǁŚĞŶƚŚĞĂŝŵŝƐŶŽƚƚŽƌĞĐƌĞĂƚĞ ‘ƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ?ďƵƚƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĞŽƌǇtesting (Berkowitz 
and Donnerstein, 1982) or examine what type of conditions lead to a certain type of 
behaviour (Carlsmith, et al., 1976).  As Goodwin (2008: 81) acknowledges, 
 ‘ůĂďŽƌĂƚŽƌǇ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŚĂƐǇŝĞůĚĞĚ ŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ĂďŽƵƚďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂŶĚĂ ĐĂƐĞ 
can be made that there are more important considerations when judging the quality 
ŽĨƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚƚŚĂŶŵĞƌĞƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝƚǇƚŽĚĂŝůǇ ůŝǀŝŶŐ ? ?ƌŽŶƐŽŶ ?ĞƚĂů ?  ? ? ? ? ? )ĚŝƐƚŝŶŐƵŝƐŚĞƐ
between mundane realism (copying real life situations) and experimental realism 
which implies that subjects are involved in the experimental procedures and this 
ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚ ƌĞŶĚĞƌƐ ŝŶ ƚƵƌŶ ǀĂůŝĚ ĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? dŚĞ
experiment presented in this thesis can be classified an exponent of experimental 
realism, where ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚ ŶŽƚ ŽŶůǇ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ďƵƚ ĂůƐŽ
their actual behaviour (for more details see Section 5.3) 
A significant amount of studies in both the ethical consumption and decision making 
literature have relied too much on cross-sectional designs and self-reported 
measures of behaviour (e.g. Armitage and Conner, 1999, 2001; Norwich and Rovoli, 
1993). While these types of measures have their advantages (e.g. easy to measure 
and record) the major issue arose by such measurements is their validity as a result 
of self-presentational and other response biases (Ajzen, 2002). Richetin et al. (2008: 
 ? ? ? ? )ĐůĂŝŵƚŚĂƚƚŽĂĐĞƌƚĂŝŶĞǆƚĞŶƚ ‘ƐĞůĨ-reported behaviour is a proxy for objective 
ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƌ ?ŝŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨĂŐŐƌĞŐĂƚĞƌĞƉĞĂƚĞĚďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?ďƵƚƚŚĞǇalso assert that the 
assumption is less valid in the case of incidental and occasional behaviour. A 
straightforward comment about the importance of the use of observed behaviours 
  
 
in the context of the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) was made by Davies et al. 
(2002: 34):  
 ‘ QdŚĞ ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŵŽĚĞů ŝƐ ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŚĞƌĞ
ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ? ĂŶĚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? ŚŝŐŚůǇ ĐŽƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚ QŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ
should be measured in ways that dissociate the two completely in the 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ ?Ɛ ŵŝŶĚ ? ŝŶorder to minimise the bias. In reality, most studies 
simply rely on self-reported behaviour that can result in spurious relationship 
between intention-behaviour and in the attitude-intention-behaviour 
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ? ? 
This view was incorporated in the design of the experiment which is presented 
below in Section 3.5. While some studies have examined recycling behaviour 
through observation (e.g. Lord, 1994) or more simply through self-reported 
behaviour (e.g. Smith et al., 1994), the current research aims to investigate 
behaviour in relation to future purchases incorporating ethical environmental 
concerns rather than actual recycling behaviour. This allowed also a certain degree 
ŽĨ ĚŝƐƐŽĐŝĂƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ŵŝŶĚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŽ ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ  ‘ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ
recyĐůŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚĐŚŽŝĐĞ ? ? 
 
3.4.2 Experimental design 
dŚĞĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚǁĂƐĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚƚŽƚĞƐƚƚŚĞŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞŽĨƉƌŝĚĞĂŶĚŐƵŝůƚŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
recycling intentions and actual behaviour. Actual behaviour was measured in terms 
ŽĨ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ƉƌŽduct choice i.e. choice of product with recyclable 
packaging. The experiment followed a random groups design layout (Shaughnessy et 
al., 2009). Three groups, each with 30 subjects were created (see Figure 3.3). Each 
group was designated to only one of the three conditions of the independent 
variable i.e. guilt, pride and control. By carrying out random group assignment the 
groups were balanced/averaged in terms of individual differences (such as age, 
gender, nationality, current recycling behaviour, emotional information 




Figure 3.3 Experimental groups and corresponding stimuli 
Overall, the conditions requirements for causal inference (Shaughnessy et al., 2009) 
were met since the expĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂůĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚŝŵƉůŝĞĚƚŚĂƚ PĂ )ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐŝŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
intentions and behaviour covaried with the conditions of the experiment; b) the 
dependent variables (intentions and behaviour) were measured after exposure to 
different emotional stimuli; c) alternative explanations were hold constant thorough 
holding conditions constant and balancing.  
Several variables and aspects that were considered potential sources of bias for 
ƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ? ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŬĞƉƚ ĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚ ĂĐƌŽƐƐ ƚŚĞ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ? dŚŝƐ ŝŵƉůŝĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ
subjects received the same explanations and instructions during the experiment; the 
experiment took place in similar seminar rooms with identical video-audio aid; the 
respondents were presented with questionnaires that followed the same structure 
and measured the same variables; two research assistants were always accompanied 
the researcher for each data collection session; each individual were presented with 
the same two choices of chocolate. The aim of these measures was to eliminate 
cofounding effects (i.e. when the variable of interest and another independent 
variable covary) which could have damaged the internal validity of the experiment 
(Shaughnessy et al., 2009). However, it must be specified that the measures of 
holding conditions constant were limited. For example, no measures of recycling 
knowledge, attitude towards recycling, perception of social norms or social 
desirability have been included. Thus the results must be interpreted in the light of 
these limitations. Alternatively, the factors that could not be hold constant because 
of constraints related to sample availability, time and funding, were instead 
 ?Stimulus =  video 
inducing guilt  
Group  
 ?Stimulus =  video 
inducing pride  
   
Group  
  






averaged/balanced. The data checking tests conducted after data collection revealed 
that the groups were balanced in terms of age, gender, country of origin, level of 
education, emotional information management, current recycling behaviour and 
type of accommodation ensured that the groups were comparable and that 
alternative explanations were eliminated. 
Figure 3.4 below shows the experimental sequence containing seven steps. These 
steps are discussed in turn below. 
 
Figure 3.4. Experimental sequence 
8. Debriefing and distribution of incentive  
7. Product choice  
6. Data collection about experienced emotions, recycling intentions 
 and demographic variables 
5. Presentation of video  
4. Data collection about the EIM variables and current recycling behaviour 
3. Questionnaire distribution  
2. Obtaining subjects' consent  




The choice of videos as stimuli was informed both by the research objectives and 
previous experimental studies in psychology and consumer behaviour which have 
successfully employed such a method (e.g. Lin et al., 2006; Williams and Aaker, 2002; 
Wintona et al., 1995; Lang et al., 1996; see also Gross and Levenson, 1995). For 
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ? >ĞĞ ? ŵŝƌ ĂŶĚ ƌŝĞůǇ  ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ) ƐŚŽǁĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ ŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ ŝŶ Ɖreference 
consistency cannot be adequately explained by any potential difference in the 
perceived amount of product information obtained through the different 
ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŵŽĚĞƐ Q ƌĂƚŚĞƌ ? ƚŚĞ ĐŽůŽƌ ǀĞƌƐƵƐ ĂŶĚt ƉŝĐƚƵƌĞƐ ĞůŝĐŝƚĞĚ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ
degrees of emotionĂůƌĞĂĐƚŝŽŶƐŝŶƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ?21 These findings offer support for the 
assumption that colour videos would be able more likely to arouse the desired 
emotions (i.e. pride and guilt) than alternative stimuli. Scenarios or vignettes were 
considered less likely to elicit the same intensity of feelings since they largely lack 
visual or sound elements. The choice of videos was also supported by the views on 
the dual system model. This model claims the existence of two systems  W emotional 
ĂŶĚ ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞ ?  ‘dŚĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶal system is more experiential and concretive (i.e., 
encoding reality in concrete images, metaphors, and narratives), the cognitive 
system is more logical and abstract (i.e., encoding reality in abstract symbols, words, 
and numbers; Epstein 2003; Lieberman et al. 2002 cited in Amir and Ariely, 2009: 
178). 
The stimulus for pride was initially developed in the form of printed adverts (see 
Appendix 3.4). The literature review highlighted potential difficulties in inducing 
pride, and thus a printed message was considered the appropriate starting point. 
The pre-test of the printed ad was carried out with a small focus-group during a 30 
minute session, which was followed by a pre-test with 15 students.  These steps 
helped to refine the wording, message, and images that were considered for 
inclusion in the video advert. Once this stage was completed, adverts for pride 
 ?ƐŚŽǁŝŶŐƚŚĞƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐŽĨŽŶĞ ?ƐƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ )ĂŶĚŐƵŝůƚ ?ƐŚŽǁŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŽĨ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ?ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ) ǁĞƌĞ ĐƌĞĂƚĞd using specialized 
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 ŵŝƌ ĂŶĚ ƌŝĞůǇ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƐƚƵĚǇ ƚĞƐƚĞĚ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚ  ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ƚǇƉĞƐ ŽĨ ĂĚǀĞƌƚƐ ƚŚĂƚ
portrayed products such as pen, multi-tool, photo album, key organiser, and electronic dictionary. 
  
 
software. Each of these videos was pre-tested with 10 students in small groups of 2-
3 students. These pre-tests lead to several changes which were included in the final 
version of the stimuli.  For those consumers who were not supposed to receive any 
emotional stimulus (i.e. the control group), a relaxation video was selected from an 
internet source. The video displayed images of the ocean and Hawaiian beaches, and 
ƌĞůĂǆĂƚŝŽŶŵƵƐŝĐǁĂƐƉůĂǇĞĚŝŶƚŚĞďĂĐŬŐƌŽƵŶĚ ?dŚĞǀŝĚĞŽ ?ƐƐƵŝƚĂďŝůŝƚǇǁĂs confirmed 
by a pre-test with six students which showed that the video did induce neither guilt 
nor pride (see attached CD with final version of the adverts). Alternatively the videos 
presented to the other two groups elicited medium levels of guilt and pride 
respectively, which meant that the treatments groups were comparable. The pre-
test of the three adverts was carried out in conjunction with the appropriate 
questionnaire (see detailed discussion about the later in Section 5.5). 
 
Actual behaviour  
The product used for the product choice task was chocolate (i.e. step 7 in the Figure 
 ? ? ? ) ? dŚĞ ƚĂƐŬ ǁĂƐ ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚ ƚŽ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĂĐƚƵĂů ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ22; this was 
observed behaviour as opposed to self-reported behaviour (see discussion in Section 
5.2. about laboratory experiments). Two types of chocolate which had the same 
ďƌĂŶĚŶĂŵĞĂŶĚĐŽƵůĚďĞĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚĂƐ  ‘ŶƵƚĐŚŽĐŽůĂƚĞ ?ǁĞƌĐŚŽƐĞŶĂŶĚƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞĚ
from a local supermarket. In the case of both products, the packaging displayed 
pictures of nuts, information about content, calories, the producer and country of 
origin. The products were selected so that they had high degree of similarity and so 
that the brand or nut content would not lead to divergent choices. The products 
however differed in terms of the type of packaging. One chocolate had a recyclable 
ĐĂƌĚďŽĂƌĚƉĂĐŬĂŐĞǁŚŝĐŚǁĂƐĂůƐŽƐŝŐŶĂůůĞĚďǇĂƐŵĂůů ‘ ? ? ?A?ƌĞĐǇĐůĂďůĞ ?ůĂďĞů ?ǁŚŝůĞ
the other chocolate was wrapped in a thin non-recyclable packaging. The label was 
                                                          
22
 ŶĞĂƌůŝĞƌƐƚƵĚǇ ?dŚʔŐĞƌƐĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? )ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ ?ŝŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨDanish consumers, personal norms 
were a significant predictor of their intentions to choose environmentally friendly packaging in the 
supermarket.  However, the study measured only self-report intentions and did not observe actual 
choice/behaviour. This highlights the contribution of the present study and the potentially superior 
approach to examining the choice of environmentally friendly products. Moreover, the influence of 
marketing communications was not tested in dŚʔŐĞƌƐĞŶ ?Ɛ (1999) research.  
  
 
attached because initial pre-tests showed that the subjects had difficulties in 
identifying the recyclable properties of the product. The label was placed on top of 
ƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐůĂďĞůŽĨƚŚĞƌĞĐǇĐůĂďůĞĐŚŽĐŽůĂƚĞǁŚŝĐŚƌĞĂĚ ‘ŶŽƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ ?ĂŶĚǁŚŝĐŚ
was not present on the other packaging. The products differed as well in terms of 
the colour of packaging  W the recyclable packaging was a non-glossy red whereas the 
non-recyclable packaging was a bright glossy green. In order to control for any 
possible effects due to different product features such as colour, size of packaging, 
visual design, the subjects were asked: a) to state the chosen product; b) give 2-4 
ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞŝƌ ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ? dŚŝƐ ƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞ ĐŚĞĐŬĞĚ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ǁĂƐ
ŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚďǇƚŚĞƌĞĐǇĐůĂďůĞĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ?ƐƉĂĐŬĂging.  
 
3.4.3 The context and sample 
The context  
Recycling was selected as the research context for the experimental study. The link 
between ethical consumption and recycling behaviour is evident. As depicted in 
Section 2.6, the literature on ethical consumption is voluminous and includes 
numerous studies dedicated to environmental concerns and issues (e.g. recycling in 
Jackson et al., 1993; Schultz, 2002; Davies et al., 2002). The area of environmental 
concern is encompassed in the field of ethical consumption. The term ethical 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ŚĂƐ ƐŽ ĨĂƌ ďĞĞŶ ĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚ ĂƐ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ?ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ ?
consumer (e.g. Berger and Corbin, 1992; Ellen, Wiener and Cobb-Walgren, 1991), the 
 ‘ŐƌĞĞŶ ? ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ  ?Ğ ?Ő ? WƌŽƚŚĞƌŽ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? Žƌ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĞĐŽůŽŐŝĐĂůůǇ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ ?  ?Ğ ?Ő ?
Schwepker and Cornwell, 1991). Roberts (1993: 140) defined the socially responsible 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌĂƐ ‘ŽŶĞǁŚŽƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞƐƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐĂŶĚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚƚŽŚĂǀĞĂƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ
(or less negative) influence on the environment or who patronizes businesses that 
ĂƚƚĞŵƉƚ ƚŽ ĞĨĨĞĐƚ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ƐŽĐŝĂů ĐŚĂŶŐĞ ? ĂŶĚ >Žǁ ĂŶĚ ĂǀĞŶƉŽƌƚ  ? ? ? ? ? )
described the so-ĐĂůůĞĚ  ‘ƚƌŝƉůĞ ďŽƚƚŽŵ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ? ǁŚŽ ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚ




Beyond the definitional support offered by the ethical consumption literature, 
several considerations have informed the decision to choose recycling as the context 
for the experiment. Firstly, recycling is an important part of the consumption process 
in Europe and UK (see Section 1.1).  The EU target of a minimum of 70 % by weight 
of total packaging waste to be recycled from 2011 (European Commission, 2010) is 
ƵŶůŝŬĞůǇ ƚŽ ďĞ ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚ ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĨƵƌƚŚĞƌ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?  ƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂů
successful tool in meeting this objective might be emotion-inducing advertising 
campaigns that could motivate consumers to recycle more and even consider 
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ ?ƌĞĐǇĐůĂďůĞƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐŝŶĚĂŝůǇƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞƐ ?
Secondly, the literature review showed that no study has examined the impact of 
advertising using guilt and pride inducing messages on recycling intentions and on 
choice of products with signified recyclable packaging. Thirdly, the analysis of the 
interviews (see Chapter 4) has revealed that recycling can induce pride while lack of 
or inadequate recycling can evoke guilt. Fourthly, the stimuli pre-testing have shown 
that both emotions can be aroused in the context of recycling; this was considered 
critical for the consistency of the experimental design. Finally, adequate 
measurements for the recycling context were found in recent literature.  
 
Sample 
The student sample  
The sample used in the experimental study was entirely comprised of European 
students, with the majority of the students (93%) being undergraduates. A  
justification for the use of student sample is provided below.  
For over six decades students have been used in social sciences research and this 
issue had prompted a series of critical observations (Peterson, 2001). Despite the 
criticisms about the use of such student samples, a significant number of studies and 
journals still accept research using student samples (e.g. Journal of Consumer 
Behaviour, Psychology and Marketing, Journal of Consumer Research and Journal of 
Consumer Psychology). Various studies (e.g. Peterson, 2001; Foot and Sanford, 2004) 
  
 
reported a growing trend in the consumer and psychology literatures e.g. it has risen 
from 29% in the first volume of the Journal of Consumer Research to 89% in 2001. 
The use of student samples in world-leading journals suggests that if used in an 
appropriate context and manner, they are a suitable testing bed for social science 
theories. Nevertheless it is important to be aware of the general pitfalls associated 
with the use of student samples. 
The main issue associated with the use of student samples is in the external validity, 
meaning the ability to generalise the findings to different segments of the population 
(Winner, 1999). In particular Lynch (1982) claimed that research aiming to undertake 
theory testing in an experimental design is likely to lack external validity because of 
the exclusion of the unidentified background factors that exist and have not been 
included in the design. However the possibility of achieving pure external validity is 
difficult regardless whether the sample was comprised of students because of the 
numerous background factors that need to be taken into account. Furthermore, 
sometimes there is not enough theoretical or empirical literature to guide the 
researcher on the task of choosing and ranking these variables for inclusion in the 
research design (Calder, Phillips and Tybout, 1982).  
One of the most ardent critics of student samples is Sears (1986: 515) who claimed 
that the student population is incapable of epitomising the generic population 
because of the cůĞĂƌĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐĂŶĚŽůĚĞƌĂĚƵůƚƐ P ‘ůĞƐƐĐƌǇƐƚĂůůŝƐĞĚ
attitudes, less-formulated sense of self
23
, stronger cognitive skills, stronger 
ƚĞŶĚĞŶĐŝĞƐ ƚŽ ĐŽŵƉůǇ ǁŝƚŚ ĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚǇ ? ĂŶĚ ŵŽƌĞ ƵŶƐƚĂďůĞ ƉĞĞƌ ŐƌŽƵƉ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?
However some of his claims ĐĂŶ ďĞ ĞĂƐŝůǇ ĚŽƵďƚĞĚ ƐŝŶĐĞ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ?
ƌĞǀĞĂůĞĚƚŚĂƚ  ‘people ŚĂǀĞĂƌĂƚŚĞƌǁŽďďůǇĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶŽƌƐĞŶƐĞŽĨƐĞůĨ QƉĞŽƉůĞŚĂǀĞ
ƌĞůĂƚŝǀĞůǇŝŵƉŽǀĞƌŝƐŚĞĚŝŶƚƌŽƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞŝƌŽǁŶŵŝŶĚƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚ ‘ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂ
consensus among developmental psychologist that adolescents do not have a firm 
sense of self, or self-ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƐĚŽŽůĚĞƌĂĚƵůƚƐ ?  ?ĞŵƉŚĂƐĞƐĂĚĚĞĚ ?  ?^ĞĂƌƐ ?  ? ? ? ? P
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 Sears (1986) view on the sense of self is largely biased since a range of studies in psychology 
(e.g.Kissel, 1975; Elkind and Bowen, 1979) report the existence of self-consciousness and the 





521- ? ? ? ) ?&ŝƌƐƚůǇ ?ƵƐŝŶŐƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞƋƵŽƚĞƐ ŝƚĐĂŶďĞƐĞĞŶƚŚĂƚ^ĞĂƌƐ ?ƐĐůĂŝŵƐĂƌĞŶŽƚ
representative only for the student sample, but rather for the entire population i.e. 
 ‘ƉĞŽƉůĞ ? ?&ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞ ?ĂƐWĞƚƚǇĂŶĚĂĐŝŽƉƉŽ ? ? ? ? ? )ŶŽƚŝĐĞĚ ?^ĞĂƌƐ ?ƐĂƐƐĞƌƚŝŽŶƐĂƌĞ
somewhat ironic given that the sample he used to prove his claim was a student 
ƐĂŵƉůĞ ?ĐůŽƐĞƌĞǆĂŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ^ĞĂƌƐ ?ƐĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐes reveals that they are of very little 
relevance to the current experiment about recycling and the persuasion power of 
emotion-laden adverts. Even the differences asserted by Foot and Sanford (2004) 
(e.g. age, experience, intellectual ability, ethnicity and social class) are not particular 
hinders for the topic currently researched, though they might be extremely relevant 
in other research contexts. 
Calder et al. (1982: 241) do not view the student sample as being problematic 
because theory is developed at a general level which makes it relevant for any type 
of samples. They posit that when the research hypothesis is a theoretical 
hypothesis
24
  ƐƵĐŚĂƐ ‘ŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐƌĞĐĞŝǀŝŶŐĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶĐĂƵƐŝŶŐƚŚĞŵƚŽďĞŚŝŐŚ
on a construct X
25
 are predicted to be more likely to buy a product than consumers 
ůŽǁŽŶĂĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚy ? ?ĂůĚĞƌĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ) ?ƚŚĞŶĐŽŶǀĞŶŝĞŶĐĞƐĂŵƉůŝŶŐŝƐŶŽƚĂŶ
ŝƐƐƵĞĂŶĚƚŚĂƚ ‘ƚŚĞŽƌǇŝƐƚĞƐƚĞĚĂƐǁĞůůďǇĂŶŽŶ-ƌĂŶĚŽŵĂƐďǇĂƌĂŶĚŽŵƐĂŵƉůĞ ?26. 
The notions of a theoretical and applied hypotheses ĨŽůůŽǁƐ ĂůĚĞƌ Ğƚ Ăů ? ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? )
differentiation between effects application research (i.e. aiming to reproduce the 
research and obtain similar effects/results in different situations) and theory 
application research (i.e. concerned with using a theory to explain some events; here 
the research setting is not important). 
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 The theoretical hypothesis is opposed to an applied research question which would ask questions 
ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ  ‘&Žƌ ĂŶǇ ƌĂŶĚŽŵ ƐĂŵƉůĞ ŽĨ ƉĞŽƉůĞ z ǁŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ ŽĨ ŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ŽĨ y ? ? ? ƐƵĐŚ
questions required random sampling (Calder et al., 1982: 241).  
 
25
 In the case of the present research the construct X is represented by the two SCEs  W guilt and pride 
 W which are compared to very low level of the same emotions in the control group.  
 
26
  ‘ZĂŶĚŽŵƐĂŵƉůŝŶŐŝƐŶŽƚŽŶůǇƵŶŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇŝŶƚŚĞŽƌĞƚŝĐĂůƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ?ďƵƚŝƚŵĂǇĂĐƚƵĂůůǇŝŶƚĞƌĨĞƌĞǁŝƚŚ
achieving a severe theory test. This is because it is likely to increase error variance and thereby reduce 
statistical conclusion validity. Parallel arguments apply to the use of random samples of measure, 
ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŝŵĞƐ ? ?ĂůĚĞƌ ?WŚŝůůŝƉƐĂŶĚdǇďŽƵƚ ? ? ? ?  P   ? ) ?
  
 
Early research in the marketing field has recommended the use of more relevant 
samples for laboratory studies (e.g. Rosenthal and Rosnow, 1969, Feber, 1977) but if 
relevance is defined as the requirement of the chosen sample to be appropriate for 
the researched topic (see Feerber, 1977), then it can be claimed that the student 
sample is relevant to the present experimental study; students are aware of and 
engage in recycling whether at an individual level or as household members. The 
ǀŝĞǁĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶĂ ‘ƌĞĂůǁŽƌůĚ ?ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚĂŶĚĂůĂďŽƌĂƚŽƌǇŝŶƚĞƌŵƐ
ŽĨ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ? ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶ ? ĞǆƉŽƐƵƌĞ ƚŝŵĞ ? ĂŶĚ ŶŽŝƐĞ  ?'ĂƌĚŶĞƌ ?  ? ? ? ? ?
Greenberg, 1967) are valid but they do not completely undermine the findings of an 
experimental study on the basis of reduced external validity. 
Firstly, the experimental study discussed in this section could be classified as theory 
application which is aiming to test directional hypotheses between SCEs and two 
dependent variables  W intentions and actual behaviour/choice. This represents the 
first justification for the chosen student sample. Other variables included in the 
design (e.g. EIM and demographic variables) did not serve a theory testing purpose 
but rather an exploratory one and their inclusion in the design in aligned with the 
theory application perspective. This perspective believes that not all background 
factors should be included but only the ones which are potentially relevant to the 
theory (Calder, Phillips and Tybout, 1982). 
Secondly, one of the advantages of the student sample is homogeneity which leads 
to stronger hypotheses tests than non-student samples (Calder et al., 1981; 
Greenberg, 1987), even if student samples can be sometimes only marginally less 
heterogeneous than other samples (Peterson, 2001). 
The third justification is represented by the relevance of the sample to the 
investigated topic. The European students included in the sample have been brought 
up in societies largely concerned with the environment. This makes the 
messages/videos relevant for the chosen sample. The decision to use only a 
European sample in this study is justified not only by their familiarity with recycling 
but also by the potential differences dictated by culture. Psychographic differences, 
rooted in clear cultural difference, e.g. between a European and Asian students, 
  
 
could have influenced the response to emotional stimuli and weakened the 
experimental study. For example, Stipek (1998) identified clear differences between 
Americans and Chinese in the circumstances evoking pride, shame and guilt. 
Finally, it can also be asserted that if positive results are to be obtained with 
ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐŚŽůĚŝŶŐ ‘ůĞƐƐĐƌǇƐƚĂůůŝƐĞĚĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐ ? ?^ĞĂƌƐ ? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚƉĞƌŚĂƉƐďĞŚĂǀŝŶŐ ‘ůĞƐƐ
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ ?ƚŚĂŶŽůĚĞƌĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ƚŚĞŶŝƚďĞĐŽŵĞƐĐůĞĂƌƚŚĂƚ the findings could be 
generalised to older segments. Programmes increasing awareness and encouraging 
recycling within school premises have been launched in recent years across Europe 
e.g. the Eco-Schools and Young Reporters for the Environment programmes
27
 (FEE, 
2011). Additionally, in UK different types of commitment appeared to have emerged 
such as the collaborations between schools and councils. 
28
  
The adequacy of the sample can be also justified using previous research in the areas 
of ethical consumption i.e. environmental-ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ? ŝĂŵĂŶƚŽƉŽƵůŽƐ Ğƚ Ăů ? ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? )
attempt of profiling the British green consumer revealed that some socio-
demographics can be used but only in terms of environmental knowledge and 
attitudes; behaviour is far less predicted by coŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ ?ŚĂŶĚĨƵůŽĨ
studies (e.g. Arcury et al., 1987; Grunert and Kristensen, 1992) demonstrated that 
younger people hold higher level of environmental concern. While other studies 
found that age is inversely related to intended environmental behaviour (Jackson, 
1983; Zeidner and Shechter, 1988), Diamantopoulos et al. (2003) concluded that 
younger people are more concerned about environmental quality. However, in 
terms of responsible behaviour the latter authors were able to offer only partial 
evidence for the differences between young and old consumers in relation to their 
behaviour. Overall, these results present opposing views and thus our understanding 
of environmental concerned consumers is incomplete. The extant findings do not 
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 The programmes have been launched by the organisation Foundation for Environmental Education 
(FEE) which was originally established in 1981. In 1987 there were four national member 
organisations including Spain, France, Germany and Denmark. At present the Eco-School programme 




 For example, the North Notts College students produced a Recycling DVD for the Council aimed at 
reaching local children, young people and adults (Bassetlaw District Council, 2011). The Coleg Gwent 
students have been awĂƌĚĞĚ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ĚƵƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ h< ?Ɛ ůŝŵĂƚĞ
Week, 21-27 March (ColegGwent Online, 2011) 
  
 
reject the possibility that results of the present study, which uses a sample of 
younger consumers, cannot be generalised  W even if partially  W to other categories of 
consumers. At very least the results that emerged from the student sample could be 
informative for future research conducted with other sample groups. 
Sample size and sample power 
The standard recommendations for sample size indicate the use of at least 10 
participants per variable (Nunnally, 1978). Even lower levels of sampling have been 
considered acceptable; for example Kass and Tinsley (1979) proposed between 5-10 
observations per variable. For a regression analysis academics advise minimum 30 
observations for a regression with one dependent variable and one independent 
variable followed by the addition of minimum 10 observation for every other 
variable included in the regression (Saint-Germain, 2001). In relation to logistic 
regressions, Peduzzi et al. (1996) state that the number of events/observations per 
variable should be of 10 or greater in order to limit issues such as noisy regression 
coefficients in both positive or negative directions, significance in the imprecise 
direction or a very conservative Wald statistic. The sample size used in the current 
experiment was comprised 90 observations.  
ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŽŚĞŶ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ĨŽƌ Ă ƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ ɲ-level of 0.05 (which has been used 
throughout the data analysis section) the current sample would be satisfactory for 
ƚŚĞ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ Ă  ‘ŵĞĚŝƵŵ ? Žƌ Ă  ‘ůĂƌŐĞ ? ĞĨĨĞĐƚ ƐŝǌĞ  ?ŝ ?Ğ ?  ? ? ƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ĨŽƌ
medium and 34 participants for large for a multiple regression with three variables).  
 
3.4.4 Questionnaire development and pre-testing 
 Variables and scaling (Measurements)  
The issues of reliability and validity were considered in choosing the appropriate 
measurements. Reliability ŝƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ ‘ƚŚĞĚĞŐƌĞĞƚŽǁŚŝĐŚŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐĂƌĞĨƌĞŽĨ
ĞƌƌŽƌ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ǇŝĞůĚ ĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚ ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ ?  ?WĞƚĞƌ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ) ǁŚŝĐŚ ŵĞĂŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ
 ‘ƌĞƐƵůƚƐĂƌĞƌĞƉĞĂƚĂďůĞǁŚĞŶďĞŚĂǀŝŽƌƐĂƌĞƌĞŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚ ? ?'ŽŽĚǁŝŶ ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞ
  
 
most common way of evaluating reliability is through internal consistency reliability 
 ?ŚƵƌĐŚŝůů ?  ? ? ? ? ) ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ ƚǇƉŝĐĂůůǇ ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞĚ ƵƐŝŶŐ ƌŽŶďĂĐŚ ?Ɛ ĂůƉŚĂ ĐŽĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ
(Peterson, 1994). General recommendations point to values of 0.70 as being 
acceptable and 0.80 as being desirable (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994: 265). As 
shown in Table 3.5 below, the scales used in the experimental questionnaire had 
ƌŽŶďĂĐŚ ?Ɛ ĂůƉŚĂ ǀĂůƵĞƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ  ? ? ? ? ƚŽ  ? ? ? ? ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ĂƌĞŶ ĂĐĐŽƌĚĂŶĐĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ
above mentioned guidelines.  
The second concept that was considered in the questionnaire development was 
validity ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂůŵĞĂƐƵƌĞŝƐƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚĂƐďĞŝŶŐǀĂůŝĚŝĨŝƚ ‘ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐǁŚĂƚŝƚŚĂƐ
ďĞĞŶ ĚĞƐŝŐŶĞĚ ƚŽ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞ ?  ?'ŽŽĚǁŝŶ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ) ? sĂůŝĚŝƚǇ ĂŶĚ ƌĞůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇ ĂƌĞ
interconnected and a good level of validity can signal an adequate level of reliability; 
however this relationship is not reciprocal (Campbell, 1960). There are different 
types of validity: content validity, face validity, criterion validity, construct validity, 
convergent validity and discriminant validity (Goodwin, 2008). While content validity 
refers to the suitability of the measurement items for measuring a certain construct 
 ?ĞsŝůůŝƐ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? ĨĂĐĞ ǀĂůŝĚŝƚǇ  ‘ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞ ƐĞĞŵƐ ƚŽ ďĞ ǀĂůŝĚ ƚŽ
those who are ƚĂŬŝŶŐ ŝƚ ?  ?'ŽŽĚǁŝŶ ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ) ? dŚĞ ƉƌĞ-testing stage of the 
questionnaire ensured face validity was reached, while support for content validity 
of used scales was offered by previous studies that employed these measurements. 
The questionnaire included five sections (S) each of them measuring different 
constructs:  emotional information management (S1), current recycling behaviour 
(S2), emotions (S3), recycling intentions and environmental concern (S4) and socio-
demographic characteristics (S5). The same questionnaire was distributed to all 
three groups but changes were made to some items in S2 which were adapted so 
that they can clearly express the intended emotions in the context of recycling (e.g. 
ƚŚĞ ŝƚĞŵƐ  ‘/ ĨĞĞů ĂƐŚĂŵĞĚ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘/ ĨĞĞů ƉƌŽƵĚ ? ĨƌŽŵ ƚŚĞ ĐŽntrol group questionnaire 
ǁĂƐĐŚĂŶŐĞĚƚŽ ‘/ĨĞĞůĂƐŚĂŵĞĚďǇŵǇƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚ ‘/ĨĞĞůƉƌŽƵĚĂďŽƵƚ
ŵǇ ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ? ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƚǁŽ ŐƌŽƵƉƐ ) ?  dŚĞ ƚŚƌĞĞ ǀĞƌƐŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
questionnaire are presented in Appendix 3.5 and the measured used are presented 
below (see Table 3.5 for a summarised version).  
  
 
Emotional information management (EIM) 
The EIM concept was assessed using the measurement developed by Taute et al. 
(2010). The respondents had to rate in total 26 randomised items that compiled the 
four dimensions of EIM:  dimension recognition of emotions, optimistic utilisation of 
emotions, management of emotions, and empathy (see Table 3.5). 
 
Current recycling behaviour 
Three questions about current recycling were included in S2 of the questionnaire 
ŽŶůǇĨŽƌƚŚĞƉƵƌƉŽƐĞŽĨĐŚĞĐŬŝŶŐƚŚĞƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ?ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞ
not included in the conceptual framework or hypotheses. Question 1 was designed 
ƚŽĞǀĂůƵĂƚĞ  ‘tŚĂƚƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨǇŽƵƌǁĂƐƚĞĚŽǇŽƵƌĞĐǇĐůĞ ŝŶƚŚĞďŝŶƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚďǇ
ƚŚĞ ŽƵŶĐŝů ? ? ƵƐŝŶŐ Ă ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĐĂů ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚ  ? ůĞǀĞůƐ  W  ‘>ĞƐƐ ƚŚĂŶ  ? ?A? ? ?
 ‘ ? ?A?- ? ?A? ? ? ‘ ? ?- ? ?A  ? ? ‘ ? ?- ? ? ?A? ? ?YƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ?ǁĂƐŽƉĞŶĞŶĚĞĚĂŶĚĂƐŬĞĚƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ
ƚŽ ƐƉĞĐŝĨǇ  ‘tŚĂƚ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞ ŽĨ ŝƚĞŵƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĐĂŶ ?ƚ ďĞ ƌĞĐǇ ůĞĚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŽƵŶĐŝů ďŝŶƐ ĚŽ
you take ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐĞĚ ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ĐĞŶƚƌĞƐ ? ? ? dŚĞ ůĂƐƚ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ŝŶ ^ ? ƚƌŝĞĚ ƚŽ
ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶŽĨŽƚŚĞƌƉĞŽƉůĞƚŽƚŚĞƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚ ?ƐǁĂƐƚĞ
ŝ ?Ğ ?  ‘ŽĞƐ ĂŶǇďŽĚǇ ĞůƐĞ  ?Ğ ?Ő ? ƉĂƌĞŶƚ ? ƐŝďůŝŶŐ ? ŚŽƵƐĞŵĂƚĞ ?ĨůĂƚŵĂƚĞ ) ƌĞĐǇĐůĞ ǇŽƵƌ
ǁĂƐƚĞ ?  ? ǁŚŝĐŚ ǁĂs rated on 5-point Likert (1  W  ‘ŶĞǀĞƌ ? ?  ?  W ‘ŚĂƌĚůǇ ĞǀĞƌ ? ?  ?  W
 ‘ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ? ? ? W ‘ŽĨƚĞŶ ? ? ? W ‘ĂůǁĂǇƐ ? ) ? 
This section in the questionnaire was created as a result of the pre-testing stage 
which showed that students who lack recycling facilities could not fill in the 
statements about recycling intentions. These questions also allowed an appropriate 
filtering of the subjects because the adverts and the experiment were designed with 
ƚŚĞ ‘ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚƚŽƐŽŵĞĚĞŐƌĞĞŝŶƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ?ƉƌŽĨŝůĞŝŶŵŝŶĚ ? 
 
Emotions 
After watching the advert the students were asked to fill in Section 3 which 
measured their emotional responses to the video. This question included, in a 
  
 
randomised order, items measuring pride, guilt and other emotions. Items for other 
emotions were included for manipulation checks reasons i.e. to ensure that the 
levels of all other emotions were very low in the pride and guilt group and that no 
strong emotions were particularly generated by the relaxation video in the control 
group. The starting point for the measurement of emotions was the Differential 
Emotional Scale (DES) which was developed by Izard (1972, 1974)
29
 . A short version 
of DES was used which meant that only one item instead of three has been included 
ƚŽ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞ ĞĂĐŚ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶ Ğ ?Ő ? ũƵƐƚ  ‘ƐŚǇ ? ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚ ŽĨ  ‘ƐŚĞĞƉŝƐŚ ? ďĂƐŚĨƵů ? ƐŚǇ ? ? dŚŝƐ
decision taken in order to reduce the cumulative length of the questionnaire (i.e. a 
section three times longer would have acted as deterrent for the subjects). The 
selection of the item was consistent with the cluster name associated by Tangney et 
al. (1996: 1266)  for shame, guilt and embarrassment, while for all other emotions 
this was determined in the early stages of pre-testing (e.g. students stated that 
 ‘ŚĂƉƉǇ ? ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ Ă ŵŽƌĞ ĞĂƐŝůǇ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĂďůĞ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶƐŝǀĞ ƚŚĂŶ  ‘ũŽǇĨƵů ? ĂŶĚ




scale and six items from Roseman et al. (1994)
30
. Their original guilt scale was 
comprised of 10 items but some of these items were considered inappropriate for 
ƚŚĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĂŶĚǁĞƌĞƌĞŵŽǀĞĚ ?Ğ ?Ő ? ‘/ǁŽƵůĚĂǀŽŝĚŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐŐĂǌĞ ? ?
 ‘/ ǁŽƵůĚ ĨĞĞů ůŝŬĞ ƉƵŶŝƐŚŝŶŐ ŵǇƐĞůĨ ? )31 ? dŚĞ Ɛŝǆ ŝƚĞŵƐ ƚĂŬĞŶ ĨƌŽŵ ZŽƐĞŵĂŶ Ğƚ Ăů ? ?Ɛ
(1994) were subsequently adapted (see Table 3.5 and Appendix 3.5). 
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 This scale was presented ŝŶƚŚĞĂƉƉĞŶĚŝǆŽĨ^ƚĞĞŶŚĂƵƚĂŶĚsĂŶ<ĞŶŚŽǀ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƉĂƉĞƌƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚŝŶ
the Journal of Business. 
 
31
 dŚĞƐĞ ŝƚĞŵƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ ĨŽƌ ^ƚĞĞŶŚĂƵƚ ĂŶĚ sĂŶ <ĞŶŚŽǀĞ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƐƚƵĚǇ ǁŚŝĐŚ






As presented in Section 2.3.4 of the literature review, two types of pride have been 
ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ P ŚƵďƌŝƐƚŝĐ ĂŶĚ ĂƵƚŚĞŶƚŝĐ ƉƌŝĚĞ  ?ŝŶ ŽƚŚĞƌ ǁŽƌĚ  ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ŝŶ ŽŶĞƐĞůĨ ? ĂŶĚ
 ‘ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞŵĞŶƚ-ŽƌŝĞŶƚĞĚ ƉƌŝĚĞ ? ) ? dŚĞ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ĞǆƉ ƌŝŵĞŶƚĂů study 
required the measurement of authentic pride since recycling can be regarded as an 
ĂĐŚŝĞǀĞŵĞŶƚ ?ƐĞĞƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞ ?ƐĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐŝŶ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?dƌĂĐǇĂŶĚZŽďŝŶƐ ?Ɛ
(2007) scale
32
 for authentic pride was used to measure pride related to recycling 
contrŝďƵƚŝŽŶƐ ?KŶůǇƚŚĞ ŝƚĞŵ ‘ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵů ?ŚĂƐďĞĞŶƌĞŵŽǀĞĚĂƐƚŚĞƉƌĞ-test showed 
that it was indeed inappropriate for the chosen context and behaviour (see Table 3.5 
and Appendix 3.5). In the data analysis (see Chapter 5) an index of guilt was created 




ŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂů ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚ ƵƐŝŶŐ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞŵĞŶƚ ĂĚĂƉƚĞĚ
ĨƌŽŵtĞďďĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƚƵĚǇ ?dŚĞĨŝƌƐƚĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶ ?ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƌĞĐǇcling behaviour 
was comprised of the 6 items which measure the recycling intentions for different 
types of materials. These items were the actual measures for recycling intentions 
(see Appendix 3.7 for the reliability analysis of this measurement). The second 
ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶ  ?ŝ ?Ğ ?  “ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ŝŵƉĂĐƚ WƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞ ĂŶĚ ƵƐĞ ? ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ) ǁĂƐ ŶŽƚ
relevant to the tested relationships but it was included in the questionnaire because 
a bigger item pool could distract the subjects and conceal the purpose of the 
research i.e. recycling. In relation to this the items for the two dimensions were 
randomised (see Table 3.5, Appendices 3.5 and 3.7). 
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 dƌĂĐǇ ĂŶĚ ZŽďŝŶƐ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƉĂƉĞƌ ƉƵďůŝƐŚĞĚ ŝŶ :ŽƵƌŶĂů of Personality and Social Psychology 
differentiates hubristic and authentic pride and presents the development of two scales meant to 
measure these different types of pride. The items that measure hubristic pride contain the following 
key words: arrogant, conceited, egotistical, pompous, smug, snobbish, stuck-up, which did not 




/Ŷ ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ  ? ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŶĂŝƌĞ ? ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ?ƐŽĐŝŽ-demographic profile was 




Behaviour was measured in the second part of the experiment through the product 
choice task (see Appendix 3.6). The subjects were asked to answer two questions 
about: 1) the chosen ĐŚŽĐŽůĂƚĞ ? ‘WůĞĂƐĞĐŝƌĐůĞƚŚĞŶƵŵďĞƌƚŚĂƚƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐƚŚĞĐŚŽƐĞŶ
ĐŚŽĐŽůĂƚĞ ? ? ƚŚĞ ŶƵŵďĞƌ ǁĂƐ ĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚĞĚ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŽ ĐŚŽĐŽůĂƚĞƐ ƐŽ
ƚŚĂƚƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůďŝĂƐĐŽƵůĚďĞĞůŝŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ )ĂŶĚ ? )ƚŚĞƌĞĂƐŽŶƐĨŽƌƚŚĞŝƌĐŚŽŝĐĞ  ? ‘WůĞĂƐĞ
give at least 2 reasons/exƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ǇŽƵƌ ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ? ? ƚŚŝƐ ǁĂƐ ĂŶ ŽƉĞŶ-ended 
question). The decision to include measurements of actual behaviour was justified 
not only by the research objectives but also by the criticism related to the ability of 
intentions to accurately predict behaviour. Researchers (e.g. Chandon et al., 2005; 
Feldman and Lynch, 1988; Morwitz and Fitzsimons, 2004) drew attention to the 
phenomenon of self-generated validity which leads to assuming the existence of a 
significant relationship intentions-behaviour even when this is inexistent; the 
association between the two variables is caused by the very measurement of 
intentions. Self-ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ ǀĂůŝĚŝƚǇ ŝŵƉůŝĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞ  ‘ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞŵĞŶƚ ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ůĞĂĚƐ
survey respondents to form judgements that they otherwise would not access in 
ƚŚĞŝƌ ŵĞŵŽƌǇ Žƌ ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ŽƚŚĞƌǁŝƐĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ŶŽƚ ĨŽƌŵ ? ?ŚĂŶĚŽŶ Ğƚ Ăů ? ?  ? ? ? ? P  ? ) ?
Others consider relying on the measurement of intentions is insufficient and even 
erroneous because of the consistency or self-presentational biases which can lead to 

























































 ?ɲA? ? ? ? ? ) 



















Likert 1  W 7  
 
1 - never like 
me 
2 - very few 
times like me 
3 - few times 
like me 
4 - sometimes 
like me 
5 - often like 
me  
6 - very often 
like me 
7 - always like 
me 
 
I am aware of even subtle emotions as I have 
them. 
I know why my emotions change. 







 ?ɲA? ? ? ? ? ) 
I never give up when I am faced with a 
challenge. 
I keep going in the face of adversity. 
I keep trying in the face of obstacles. 
/ĚŽŶ ?ƚůĞƚĂŶǆŝĞƚǇŬĞĞƉŵĞĨƌŽŵ
accomplishing my goals. 
I have the will to win. 








 ?ɲA? ? ? ? ? ) 
I do not let bad moods ruin my day. 
I can soothe or contain distressing feelings 
ƐŽƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚŬĞĞƉŵĞĨƌŽŵĚŽŝŶŐƚŚŝŶŐƐ/
need to do. 
I do not get upset or frustrated when 
inconvenienced. 
I am able to maintain my composure when 
things do not go well. 
I maintain control when I feel threatened. 
I have control over my emotions. 
 
Empathy  










 ?ɲA? ? ? ? ? ) 
 
/ƚƌǇƚŽůŽŽŬĂƚĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?ƐƐŝĚĞŽĨĂ
disagreement before I make a decision. 
When I am upset at someone, I usually try 
ƚŽ “ƉƵƚŵǇƐĞůĨŝŶƚŚĞŝƌƐŚŽĞƐ ?ĨŽƌĂǁŚŝůĞ ? 
I believe there are two sides to every 
question and try to look at both sides. 
Before criticizing somebody, I try to imagine 




I would describe myself as a pretty soft-
hearted person.  
KƚŚĞƌƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐŵŝƐĨŽƌƚƵŶĞƐĚŝƐƚƵƌďŵĞĂ
great deal. 
I often have tender, concerned feelings for 
people less fortunate than me. 
When I see someone being taken advantage 
of, I feel kind of protective toward them. 




























































































Likert 1  W 5 
 
 1 - not at all 
2 - very little 
3 - somewhat 
4 - much 










I feel shy 
I feel embarrassed 
I feel ashamed 
I feel happy 
I feel sad 
I feel angry 
I feel surprised 































 I feel confident 
I feel like I am a productive/useful person 
I feel like I have self-worth 
I feel accomplished 
I feel proud 
I feel fulfilled 
I feel condescending/superior 





















































)  I feel I like undoing some things I have done 
in the past  
I feel I deserve to be blamed 
I feel like I wanted to make up for what I 
have done wrong in the past 
I feel tensed I feel I am in the wrong I feel I 
ƐŚŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞŵĂĚĞƐŽŵĞĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ/ ?ǀĞ
made in the past 
I feel regretful 
I feel like I want to be forgiven 











































Likert 1  W 7  
 
1 - strongly 
disagree  
2 - disagree 
3 - slightly 
disagree 
4 - neither 
disagree nor  
5 - agree 
6 - slightly 
agree 
7 - agree 
8 - strongly 
agree 
I will recycle plastic containers.  
I will recycle magazines.  
I will recycle aluminium cans.  
I will recycle steel/tin cans.  










I will avoid buying from companies that 
harm endangered plants or animals. 
Whenever possible, I will walk, ride a bike, 
car pool, or use public transportation to help 
reduce air pollution. 
I will avoid using products that pollute the 
air. 
I will avoid buying products that pollute the 
water. 
I will make an effort to avoid products or 
services that cause environmental damage. 
I will avoid buying products that are made 
from endangered animals. 
I will limit my use of energy such as 
electricity or natural gas to reduce my 





The pre-testing of the questionnaire was largely concurrent with the pre-testing of 
the stimuli/video. It was conducted with both male and female students that closely 
matched the targeted sample.  
The pre-tests helped adapt some of the measurements presented above. Changes 
were made in relation to the wording of some terms e.g. for the word 
 ‘ĐŽŶĚĞƐĐĞŶĚŝŶŐ ?Ă ƐǇŶŽŶǇŵǁĂƐƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚŶĞǆƚ ƚŽ ŝƚ ?  ‘ƌĞƉĞŶƚĂŶƚ ?ǁĂƐ ƌĞƉůĂĐĞĚǁŝƚŚ
 ‘ƌĞŐƌĞƚĨƵů ? ?ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ?ĂŵĞŶĚŵĞŶƚƐǁĞƌĞŵĂĚĞƚŽĂĚĂƉƚƚŚĞ^ŝƚĞŵƐƚŽƐƵŝƚƚŚĞ
context and the video that was presented in the pride and guilt group. For example, 
ƚŚĞŝƚĞŵƐ ‘/ĨĞĞůƐƵƌƉƌŝƐĞĚ ? ? ‘/ĨĞĞůĨƵůĨŝůůĞĚ ? ? ‘/ĨĞĞů/ĂŵŝŶƚŚĞǁƌŽŶŐ ?ĨŽƌƚŚĞĐŽŶƚƌŽů
ŐƌŽƵƉƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŶĂŝƌĞǁĂƐĐŚĂŶŐĞĚƚŽ ‘/ĂŵƐƵƌƉƌŝƐĞĚďǇ ƚŚŝƐŵĂƚƚĞƌ ? ?  ‘ I feel fulfilled 
ďǇ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ ŽĨ ŵǇ ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘I feel I am in the wrong with my 
ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐĐŽŶƚƌŝďƵƚŝŽŶ ?ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇĨŽƌƚŚĞŐƵŝůƚĂŶĚƉƌŝĚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŶĂŝƌĞƐ. 
As mentioned before, the students received a separate short questionnaire for the 
product choice task, in the second part of the experiment. The pre-tests showed that 
there was a chance that the two parts could not be consistently grouped together 
without a numbering system. As a result, the final version of the questionnaires 
included ID numbers (e.g. G1, G2, G3 etc. for the guilt group, P1 etc. for the pride 
group and C1 etc. for the control group). No information about the student ID 
number or name was requested. 
The pre-tests were useful in highlighting that a mechanism for filtering subjects 
about their recycling habits needed to be included in the questionnaire (see section 
2 in the questionnaire) since some students were not sure how to fill in the 







3.4.5 Data collection 
The data was collected in April and May 2011 using a student sample (see discussion 
about the sample in Section 3.5.3). Announcements about the experiments have 
been made at the beginning of lectures, tutorials, in computer labs and cafeterias. 
The announcement publicised two types of research that were conducted in relation 
to advertising and brand/product choice. Further information was not offered in 
order to avoid any bias.  The reason why the students were told that they could take 
part in two different pieces of research was simply a method of ensuring that, later 
on during the experimental study, the subjects do not envisage the exact purpose of 
experiments and make a socially desirable/ethical choice. 
The undergraduate and postgraduate students who were interested in taking part in 
the research were asked to leave their email details in order to be contacted 
electronically at a later date. With the collection of email details from students, an 
email database was developed. Once the database was completed the researcher 
selected a subset of the database (i.e. European students) and contacted by email. 
This sample pre-selection was required in order to facilitate homogeneity (see 
previous section). The level of knowledge and recycling behaviour of these students 
was expected to be similar but higher than that of students from developing 
countries (see extended explanation for this in Section 3.5.3). The email contained 
information about the steps they needed to take in order to take part in the 
resĞĂƌĐŚ ? dŚĞǇ ǁĞƌĞ ĂƐŬĞĚ ƚŽ ƐŝŐŶ ƵƉ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚƌĂŶĞƚ  ?EĞǆƵƐ ) ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ  ‘ŵŽĚƵůĞ ?
Advertising Research and choose one of the available sessions
33
.  
As previously shown in Figure 3.4, at the beginning of each session the researcher 
obtained verbal consent from each subject and ensured him/her about the 
anonymity and confidentially of the entire process. After that, the students were 
seated individually and received the questionnaire. First, the students completed the 
                                                          
33
 Several sessions were displayed for each day of data collection. They were listed as one hour 
sessions and contained information about the location of the lab (i.e. name of the campus, building 
and room number). No information about the purpose of the data collection or what type of 
treatment students were supposed to receive was provided. 
  
 
section of the questionnaire containing the measures about the EIM variables and 
current recycling behaviour. This was followed by the presentation of the video 
advert and then by the second part of the questionnaire which measures the 
emotions they experienced during the video, recycling intentions and demographic 
variables. The students were thanked and then asked to take part in the next phase 
ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ǁŚŝĐŚ ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞĚ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ? dŚĞ ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ ǁĞƌĞ
ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ  ‘ĐŚŽŽƐĞ Ă ĐŚŽĐŽůĂƚĞ ? ƚĂƐŬ  ?ƐĞĞ ƐƚĞƉ  ? ŝŶ&ŝŐƵƌĞ  ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞǇǁĞƌĞ
asked to choose one of the products as if they would do in a real shopping 
experience and they were told that the products were identically priced (i.e. cost 
should not be a reason for discriminating between the two chocolates). Once the 
decision was made the subjects were asked to fill in a short questionnaire where 
they were asked to name their choice and give reasons for their choice (see Section 
3.5.2 about actual behaviour). The final step in the data collection was debriefing 
and distribution of incentives. Each individual received in return for his/her 
participation £5 in cash and was offered to keep the chosen product.  
During the period of data collection two research assistants offered their support for 
various tasks e.g. guiding students to the room where the data collection took place; 
invigilation; distribution and collection of questionnaires and chocolates to/from 
subjects.  
 
3.4.6 Validity and reliability of experiments 
Internal validity is concerned with whether the results drawn from the experiment 
imply a causal relationship between the studied variables. Appropriate sample 
selection and allocation of groups can limit some issues of internal validity; this 
implies group equivalence in all aspects (Blumberg, et al., 2008). These guidelines 
were followed as detailed in Section 3.5.2. Internal validity is critical to the cause-
and-effect inference (Shaughnessy et al., 2009) and thus measures to balance 
extraneous variables, which could act as threats to internal validity, were taken. For 
example, the experiment was always carried out by the same researcher and 
assistants and always with small groups of 10-15 people. Additionally, the data 
  
 
collection was limited to a period of two months (April and May 2010) to avoid any 
attitude or mood changes caused by the term break or post-ĞǆĂŵ ‘ĨƌĂŵĞŽĨŵŝŶĚ ? ?
Moreover, during each day allocated for data collection, data for all three 
experimental groups was gathered so that additional hidden extraneous variables 
could be balanced. 
External validity refers to whether the observed causal relationship can be 
generalized across different populations, locations and times. According to 
ůƵŵďĞƌŐ ? Ğƚ Ăů ?  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƌĞĂĐƚŝǀĞ ĨĂĐƚŽƌƐ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ ƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ? ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
experimental context or content, and the interaction between the independent 
ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵƉůĞ ?Ɛ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ ĐĂŶ ƚŚƌĞĂƚĞŶ ĞǆƚĞƌŶĂů ǀĂůŝĚŝƚǇ ? ^ŽŵĞ
measures were taken to ensure a satisfactory degree of external validity. Firstly the 
sample comprised a mix of European students which ensured that the results can be 
generalised to some extent to a wider younger population, not just to a British one. 
^ĞĐŽŶĚůǇ ? ĞĨĨŽƌƚƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŵĂĚĞ ƚŽ ƌĞĚƵĐĞ ƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ? ĂǁĂƌĞŶƐƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂů
context or content by: a) not offering any insights during the recruitment process 
and b) by presenting the overall study as two different pieces of research (i.e. 
advertising and product/brand choice). This was designed to add the 
representativeness of students self-selecting (i.e. volunteering) into the study.  
Reliability assumes that similar results will be obtained if the variables are 
subsequently re-measured. The current research was carried out as a cross-sectional 
study so there was a limited ability to ensure reliability. Issues related to costs and 
time prevented the research to be repeated with a different sample. 
 
3.4.7 Social desirability bias  
Social desirability bias (SDB) is a fundamental issue for researchers concerned with a 
whole series of topics including ethical or moral aspects of consumption. SDB has 
ďĞĞŶĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐ ‘ƐǇƐƚĞŵĂƚŝĐĞƌƌŽƌŝŶƐĞůĨ-reported measures resulting from the desire 
oĨ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ƚŽ ĂǀŽŝĚ ĞŵďĂƌƌĂƐƐŵĞŶƚ ĂŶĚ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ Ă ĨĂǀŽƌĂďůĞ ŝŵĂŐĞ ŝŶ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?
(Fisher, 1993: 303) and has an impact on reported attitudes (Fisher, 1993), variables 
  
 
depicting personality characteristics (Mick, 1996), and self-reported behaviours 
(Mensch and <ĂŶĚĞů ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? dŚŝƐ ŝŵƉĂĐƚ ŝƐ ƚŝƉŝĐĂůůǇ ƵŶĚĞƐŝƌĂďůĞ ƐŝŶĐĞ  ‘^ ĐĂŶ
ĂƚƚĞŶƵĂƚĞ ? ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞ ? Žƌ ĐƌĞĂƚĞ ƐƉƵƌŝŽƵƐ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ?  ?&ŝƐŚĞƌ ?
2000). Standard ways of measuring the influence of SDB on various variables of 
interest include scales such as Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (Crowne and 
Marlowe, 1960; 1964), the Social Desirability Scale and Balanced Inventory of 
Desirable Responding (Edwards, 1957). According to Paulhus (1984; 1992) SDB 
comprises two factors: self-deceptive positivity which is associated with optimism 
and positivity (Winters and Neale, 1985), and impression management which 
ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐ ƚŚĞ ĚĞƐŝƌĞ ƚŽ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ƐŽĐŝĂůůǇ ĚĞƐŝƌĂďůĞ ŝŵĂŐĞ ŝŶ ĨƌŽŶƚ ŽĨ ŽƚŚĞƌ
people (Paulhus, 1991). Several approaches have been suggested in order to manage 
^ P ĂůƚĞƌŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌĚŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ  ?KƌŶĞ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? ŵŝŶŝŵŝƐĞ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞƌ ?Ɛ
ƐĞŶƐŝƚŝǀŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵƉůĞ ?Ɛ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐ  ?WĂƌŬ ĂŶĚ >ĞƐƐŝŐ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? ĂŶĚ ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚŝŶŐ
anonymity (Fisher, 1993). 
For some types of behaviour which could be socially disapproved, the literature has 
highlighted discrepancies between self-reported measures and other types of 
ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞŵĞŶƚƐ ?Ğ ?Ő ?ƐĞĞWŽŝŬŽůĂŝŶĞŶĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ƐƚƵĚǇŽŶĂůĐŽŚŽůŝŶƚĂŬĞ )ĂŶĚƚŚŝƐ
pointed towards the likelihood of encountering SDB even in the case of a less 
disapproved type of behaviour i.e. inconsistent or lack of recycling. Though equally 
recommended for measuring SDB none of the above mentioned scales was included 
in the questionnaire, because of the key shortcomings they entail: their lengthiness 
(i.e. 33 to 40 items per scale); the unsuitable and offensive language that some 
scales include; the broadness of the measured aspects which are very little relevant 
to consumption choices or behaviour (Fisher, 2000). Thus other measures were 
taken to limit its impact.  
First, before and in-between the experimental tasks the subjects were 
informed/reminded of the anonymity of the study (see Agnew and Loving, 1998); 
this was particularly exemplified using the hard copies of the questionnaire which 
ĐŽƵůĚ ŶŽƚ ĂůůŽǁ ĂŶǇ ŵĞƚŚŽĚ ŽĨ ƚƌĂĐŬŝŶŐ ďĂĐŬ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ? ĂŶƐǁĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ďǇ
visually demonstrating the randomising of the questionnaires method i.e.at the 
beginning of the data collection the questionnaires were shuffled. The use of both 
  
 
visual and oral assurances of anonymity was considered very important because 
when used together they are more powerful (Agnew and Loving, 1998). The second 
part of the experiment was presented as a separate study and it recorded observed 
behaviour rather than self-reported behaviour since consumers were asked to 
choose the favourite chocolate and to name between two and four reasons for their 
choice. Altogether these measures allowed a type of cross-reference method for the 
 ‘ĐŚŽŽƐĞĂƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ?ƚĂƐŬĂŶĚŝƚĞŶƐƵƌĞĚƚŚĂƚ^B was minimised.   
 
  3.5 Summary  
In sum, the present research has been designed as a mixed-method approach that is 
aligned with the positivist paradigm. The first stage of the research employed a 
qualitative study, using semi-structured in-depth interviews. This was planned as an 
exploratory study into the manifestation and role of emotions in ethical 
consumption with a focus both on ethical and unethical decisions. The data analysis 
design included two stages: deductive coding and inductive coding using the 
ŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐ ŽĨ ^ƚƌĂƵƐƐ ĂŶĚ ŽƌďŝŶ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ?  ? ? ? ? ) ŐƌŽƵŶĚĞĚ ƚŚĞŽƌǇ ? dŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐ
aimed at gaining new insights into the decision making processes guided by 
emotions, the anatomy of most salient emotions and potential mechanism 
employed by consumers when dealing with such emotional experiences. By 
confirming the role of SCEs in the ethical consumption-related decisions, the 
qualitative study has informed the design of the experimental study. This followed a 
random groups design layout using one control group and two groups subjected to 
distinct emotional treatments i.e. pride treatment and guilt treatment. The 
experiment aimed at testing the impact of emotion-laden marketing 
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽŶ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ  ?ŝ ?Ğ ? ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ŽĨ
product with full recyclable packaging versus product with non-recyclable 
packaging), and the moderator role of the EIM dimensions. The results of the 
qualitative study are presented in detail in Chapter 4 and the findings of the 





Chapter 4    Qualitative Findings on the Role of Emotions in 
Ethical-Unethical Consumption Situations 
 
 
4.1 Introduction  
The present chapter reports the results of the qualitative study which employed in-
depth semi-structured interviews to investigate the role of emotions, particularly 
SCEs, in ethical consumer choice. The review presented in Chapter 2 highlighted the 
particular characteristics of SCEs and the different roles that they play in various 
decision making contexts. However, given the limited prior findings on the role of 
emotions (both basic and SCEs) in ethical-unethical consumption choices, the study 
reported here had an exploratory nature so the focus was neither on a particular 
category of emotions nor a specific ethical context (i.e. consumption experiences 
from all areas of ethical consumption e.g. human, animal and environmental welfare 
were considered of interest). 
This chapter presents the key findings which address three research objectives: 
RO1: To investigĂƚĞ ǁŚĂƚ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĐĐƵƌ ŝŶ ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĂƌĞ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĂŶĚ
ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐůǇ ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ? 
RO2: To understand the anatomy of emotions in ethical consumer choice i.e. 
in terms of any discernible taxonomy, intensity, sources of elicitation, 
temporal manifestation ĞƚĐ ?ĂŶĚŚŽǁĚŽƚŚĞǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ
making. 
RO3:  To examine if and how consumers manage the emotions aroused by 
 ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ? 
  
 
The findings are discussed according to the main themes (and encompassing 
categories  W see subsection 3.4.4 in Chapter 3) that have been identified in the data 
analysis (see Sections 4.2  W 4.5). The chapter includes a conclusion section which 
summarises the results within a theoretical framework grounded in the findings of 
the qualitative study. In the final section, hypotheses for the experimental study are 
proposed; the development of these hypotheses has been informed both by the 
literature review and the qualitative findings reported below. 
 
 ? ? ?ŝƐƐŽŶĂŶƚďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂƐƚŚĞŶŽƌŵĨŽƌƚŚĞ ‘ŵŽƌĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ůĞƐƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂů
consumers 
The data analysis confirmed that the crude division of consumers into ethical and 
ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů Žƌ ŝŶƚŽ  ‘ĐŽŵŵŝƚƚĞĚ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ƉĂƐƐŝǀĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?  ?ĂƌƌŝŐĂŶ
and Attalla, 2001) is questionable. The majority of the participants in the study could 
ďĞƉůĂĐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ ‘ŐƌĞǇĂƌĞĂ ?ŽĨĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶĂƐƚŚĞǇŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĞĚĂĐŽŵƉŽƐŝƚĞ
type of general behaviour, which included both ethical and unethical choices.  
The interviews showed similarities with previous studies (e.g. McEarchen et al., 
2010) in terms of the areas of ethical behaviour in which consumers were most 
engaged, and the importance of other product features over ethical considerations. 
Recycling, purchase of fair-trade or organic food and drink were the most cited areas 
of ethical behaviour in which all consumers engaged, whereas the less ethical 
choices were made in connection to clothes, technology and travelling. Secondly, as 
ŝƚǁĂƐƚŚĞĐĂƐĞǁŝƚŚDĐĂƌĐŚĞŶĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ) ‘ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ?ƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ
in this research demonstrated their ethical behaviour was mediated by convenience, 
availability, price, quality, perceived utility and context (e.g. type of purchase, reason 
for purchase etc.) as much as any perceived overall moral orientation. This is 
accurately expressed by two female consumers when discussing their unethical 
purchases (F3a) and lack of recycling (F10a). 
 ‘/ŐƵĞƐƐĂŐĂŝŶŽŶǁŚĂƚŬŝŶĚŽĨŵŽŽĚ/ ?ŵŝŶ ?zŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?ƌŝŐŚƚĞŽƵƐ ?ůŝŬĞ/ƐŚŽƵůĚ
ďĞĚŽŝŶŐƚŚĞƌŝŐŚƚƚŚŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞŶ/ ?ĚĨĞĞůǀĞƌǇŐƵŝůƚǇĂďŽƵƚŝƚĂŶĚĂƚƚŝŵĞƐ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚ
  
 
ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ ƚŚŝŶŬ ĂďŽƵƚ ŝƚ ? /ƚ ĚĞƉĞŶĚƐ ĂŐĂŝŶ ŽŶ ǁŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞ ďƵǇŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ
ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨǁŚĞŶǇŽƵ ?ƌe buying it.  ‘(F3a)34 
 ‘zŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?ǇŽƵ ũƵƐƚ ĨŽƌŐĞƚ ?ƉƵƚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌďĂŐŽŶƚŽƉĨ ƚŚĞŵ ?ŐůĂƐƐ ũĂƌƐ ? ?ǇŽƵ
forget about them. So again, I mean, that goes completely against about 
what I previously said about being really easy and being a really simple to do. 
I guesƐ Ăůů ƚŚĞƐĞ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ŐƌĞĂƚ ĂƐ ůŽŶŐ ĂƐ ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ĞĂƐǇ ? ĂƌĞŶ ?ƚ
they?... (F10a) 
A distinctive finding of the research was related to the perceived impact of certain 
actions (e.g. travelling versus recycling), which appear to generate contradictory or 
dissonant behaviour even within the same area of concern (e.g. environmental 
impact). In other words consumers displayed opposing attitudes and behaviour to 
issues such as travelling and carbon footprint, recycling of regular waste and 
specialised recycling of items such as gadgets and technological items. The quotes 
below exemplify these contradictory approaches towards ethical behaviour in the 
context of environmental concern. 
 ‘tĞĚŽƌĞĐǇĐůĞƚŚĞƚŚŝŶŐƐƚŚĂƚǇŽƵ ?ĚŶŽƌŵĂůůǇĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞǁŝƚŚƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ? /
mean we recycle glass and cardboard, plastics as well and all that sort of 
ƐƚƵĨĨ ?  ŶĚ / ĚŽ ƌĞĐǇĐůĞ ĐůŽƚŚĞƐ ?KƚŚĞƌ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ? ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞ ŽĨ ĐůŽƚŚĞƐ ? ŶŽƚ
ƵƐƵĂůůǇ ?ĚŽŶ ?ƚƵƐƵĂůůǇƌĞĐǇĐůĞƚŚĂƚƐƚƵĨĨ ?/ǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚĞǀĞŶƌĞĂůůǇŬŶŽǁŚŽǁ
to go about that, other than kind of giving it to charity shops.  
/ŐƵĞƐƐ ŝŶŵǇŵŝŶĚ ?/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ ůŝŶŬ  ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂĚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞ
usage of resources there, things like games, technology, DVDs, that sort of 
thing, with that issue [of environmental concern].  I suppose I would see 
ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ?Ě ĐůĂƐƐŝĐĂůůǇ ƚŚŝŶŬ ĂďŽƵƚ ŶĞĞĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ
recycle. It would be more things like glass and paper and that sort of 
ƚŚŝŶŐ ? /ŐƵĞƐƐ / ?ǀĞŶĞǀĞƌ ƌĞĂůůǇ ůŝŶŬĞĚŽƚŚĞƌ ƚŚŝŶŐƐǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐƐƵĞ ? ŶĚ /
suppose things like air miles associated with products and things like that, 
                                                          
34
 Throughout the thesis the verbatim extracts have been coded using F (i.e. female) and M (i.e. male) 
ĨŽůůŽǁĞĚďǇĂŶƵŵďĞƌǁŚŝĐŚǁĂƐƵƐĞĚĨŽƌ ƚŚĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐ ?ŽǁŶƌĞĐŽƌĚƐ ?dŚĞ ůĞƚƚĞƌƐĂ ?ď ?ĐĞƚĐ ?ĂƌĞ
used to differentiate between quotes given by the same person. 
  
 
ŝƐŶ ?ƚƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ / ?ǀĞĞǀĞƌƌĞĂůůǇĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĞĚǁŚĞŶƉƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐ ?zĞĂŚ ? /
ĚŽŶ ?ƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚďĞ  ?Ă ƌĞĂůĚƌŝǀŝŶŐ ĨĂĐƚŽƌ ŝŶĂĨĨĞĐƚŝŶŐ
what I buy. I think particularly because perhaps in the areas that I 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇƐƉĞŶĚŵŽŶĞǇ ?ŝƚ ?ƐŶŽƚƌĞĂůůǇƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐŵĂƌŬĞƚ
ŽŶ ? ?D ?Ă ? ? 
This finding offers a more detailed insight into the flexible and dissonant behaviour 
of ethical consumers (Szmigin, Carrigan and McEachern, 2007) as it shows the 
existence of a steady and incongruent behaviour even within the same product 
category (e.g. products damaging the environment) for the same consumer. 
 
4.3 The need to justify dissonant behaviour      
While recounting their experiences, the respondents felt compelled to offer 
justifications for their variant ethical concerns and their contradictory behaviour. 
Many of these justifications could be classified according to neutralization 
techniques  (see Chatzidakis et al., 2007) that have previously been posited as 
explanations for the attitude-behaviour discrepancy in ethical consumption  The 
ŵŽƐƚ ĐŽŵŵŽŶ ƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞƐ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ  ‘ĂƉƉĞĂůŝŶŐ ƚŽ ŚŝŐŚĞƌ ůŽǇĂůƚŝĞƐ ? ?  ?ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ ? ƉƌŝĐĞ ?
ďƌĂŶĚ ? ĐŽŶǀĞŶŝĞŶĐĞ ? ƚĂƐƚĞ ? ĨĂŵŝůǇ ƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞ ) ? ƚŚĞ  ‘ůĂǁ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůĞĚŐĞƌ ?  ?ƐĞĞ
compensatory choices below) and lack of information or asserting that it was the 
ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐ ? ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ  ?ŝ ?Ğ ? ĚĞŶŝĂů ŽĨ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ) ?  dŚĞƐĞ ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ ǁĞƌĞ ĂůƐŽ
consistent with other previous research (e.g. Belk et al., 2005; McEachern et al., 
2010; Slater and Miller, 2007). 
  ‘ ?ĂƚƚŚĞĞŶĚŽĨƚŚĞĚĂǇ/ ?ŵŚĞƌĞĂŶĚƚŚŝƐŝƐ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĂďŝƚƐĞůĨŝƐŚďƵƚ/ ?ŵŚĞƌĞĂŶĚ
ƚŚŝƐŝƐŵǇŵŽŶĞǇ ?/ĨĞĞůƐŽƌƌǇĨŽƌƚŚĞŵ ?ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ ?ďƵƚŝĨ ŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂƚŽƉŝŶƚŚĞƌĞ
ƚŚĂƚ ?Ɛ  ?ĂǀĞƐƚƚŽƉ ŝŶƚŚĞƌĞƚŚĂƚ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ? /ǁŽƵůĚƉĂǇ  ? ? ? ? ?ĨŽƌƚŚĂƚ ŝŶZŝǀĞƌ
IƐůĂŶĚŽƌŵŽƌĞ ?ƐŽŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇ/ǁŝůůďƵǇƚŚĞĐŚĞĂƉĞƌŽŶĞ ? ?(F10b)  
 ‘dŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚ ŝƚŶŽǁ ? ŝƚ ?ƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽŶƚŚĞŵĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶƐŽŶƚŚĞds ?
ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐ ?ƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚ ƚĂůŬĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉĂĐƚŽĨŵĂŬŝŶŐ ĂďŝŬĞ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ
  
 
environment. Whereas they always do talk about the impact of food and 
ƚŚŝŶŐƐŽŶƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? ? (M6a)  
,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ŽƚŚĞƌ ũƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĞŵĞƌŐĞĚ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞƐĞ ǁĞƌĞ ƵƐĞĚ ďǇ ďŽƚŚ ƚŚĞ  ‘ůĞƐƐ ? ĂŶĚ
 ‘ŵŽƌĞ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?&ŝƌƐƚůǇ ?ƚŚĞƚĞŵƉŽƌĂůĞůĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚƚŚĞ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞŽĨĂĨĨĞĐƚ
(i.e. mood and emotions) appeared to significantly influence the inconsistent choice 
of ethical consumption.  
 ‘ ?/ ?ĚĨĞĞůǀĞƌǇŐƵŝůƚǇĂďŽƵƚŝƚĂŶĚĂƚƚŝŵĞƐ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇƚŚŝŶŬĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ?/ƚ
ĚĞƉĞŶĚƐĂŐĂŝŶŽŶǁŚĂƚǇŽƵ ?ƌĞďƵǇŝŶŐĂŶĚƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚŽĨǁŚĞŶǇŽƵ ?ƌĞďƵǇŝŶŐ
ŝƚ ? ? (F3b) 
The research also identified a strong link between a) image/self-image and 
 ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ?ĐůŽƚŚĞƐƉƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐǁĂƐĐŽŵŵŽŶůǇŵĞŶƚŝŽŶĞĚŝƌƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞŽĨĂŐĞ
group or gender  W e.g. F4, F10, and M6) and b) hedonic drivers and less ethical 
choices.  
 ‘ ?ŝĨ/ǁĂƐŐŽŝŶŐƚŽĐŚŽŽƐĞ ?/ƉƌŽďĂďůǇǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƚŚĞďŝŐƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶĂŶĚ
ƐƚƵĨĨ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬ/ ?ĚŚĂǀĞƚŚĞďĞƚƚĞƌƉƌŝĐĞĚĐůŽƚŚĞƐĂŶĚƚŚŝŶŐƐ ? ? (F4a, 40 years) 
 ‘Ƶƚ / ƚŚŝŶŬ ǁŚĞŶ ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞ ƉƵƚƚŝŶŐ ƉŚŽƚŽƐ ŽĨ ǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨ ĂƐ ǁĞůů ŽŶ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ůŝŬĞ
&ĂĐĞďŽŽŬ ?ŝĨǇŽƵ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶŐŽŝŶŐŽƵƚ and worn the same dress like two weeks in 
ĂƌŽǁ ?ŝƚ ?ƐůŝŬĞƉĞŽƉůĞǁŝůůŶŽƚŝĐĞ ?^Ž/ƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĂƚŵĂŬĞƐǇŽƵĨĞĞůůŝŬĞǇŽƵǁĂŶƚ
ƚŽďƵǇƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐŶĞǁďĞĐĂƵƐĞƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌĞůŝŬĞ ‘KŚ/ůŽǀĞƚŚĂƚĚƌĞƐƐ ?ǁŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛŝƚ
ĨƌŽŵ ? ?  ^Ž ŝƚ ?Ɛ ƐŽƌƚ ŽĨ ůŝŬĞ ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŽ ŵĞĞƚ ĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?Ɛ ĞǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ
 ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ? ? ? (F10c, 20 years) 
 ‘tĞůů ŝƚĂůůĚĞƉĞŶĚƐŽŶƐƚǇůĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞ / ?ŵŶŽƚŐŽŝŶŐƚŽ  ? ŝƚǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞƚŽďĞ
ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ / ǁŽƵůĚ ďƵǇ ?  ^Ž ŝĨ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĂƐŶ ?ƚ ƚŚĞ ƐƚǇůĞ  ? ŝĨ ƚŚĞƌĞ ǁĞƌĞ
ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐůŽƚŚŝŶŐƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐďƵƚƚŚĞǇĚŝĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞĂŶǇƐƚǇůĞ ?/ǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚďƵǇƚŚĞŵ ?
^Ž ƐƚǇůĞ ŚĂƐ ŐŽƚ Ă ďŝŐ ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?  EŽƚ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇ ďƌĂŶĚƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŝĨ ŝƚ ?Ɛ Ă




be spending this money in this product, what image will it give to other 
ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ŝƐŝƚŐŽŽĚŽƌďĂĚ ? ? (M6b, 28 years) 
These types of justifications were salient and further analysis revealed that they 
played a role in the compensatory choices that consumers displayed (see below 
Section 4.4). 
 
4.4 Compensatory choices in ethical consumption 
tŚŝůĞ ƚŚĞ ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ ŽĨƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ ƐƚƵĚŝĞƐ ƐŚŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ĂƌĞ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇ
ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚĞĚďǇŵŽƌĂůǀĂůƵĞƐ ?ŶŽƌŵƐ ?dŚʔŐĞƌƐĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) ?ĂŶĚƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐůĂĐŬ
these values or do not include them into the decision-making process (Cowe and 
Williams, 2000) (i.e. price, time, brands, quality take precedent over ethics), the 
analysis of the interviews provided an additional explanation. In the case of the 
composite consumers there was a need to compensate their unethical choices with 
ethical ones (possibly Ă ŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ  ‘ůĂǁ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ůĞĚŐĞƌ ?  W a documented 
rationalisation strategy  W Chatzidakis et al., 2007). These compensatory actions were 
apparent in many categories and stages of consumption and disposal.  
ĨĨŽƌƚƐǁĞƌĞŵĂĚĞƚŽĐŽŵƉĞŶƐĂƚĞ ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ĂĐƚŝŽŶƐďǇĞŶĂĐƚŝŶŐ ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐŝŶ
other areas  W  ‘/ĂůǁĂǇƐďƵǇĨĂŝƌƚƌĂĚĞĂŶĚ/ ?ŵĚŽŝŶŐŵǇďŝƚ ?ƐŽƚŚĂƚŝƐƚŚĞĨĞĞůŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ
ůĂƐƚƐ ? ? (F10d)  W with the need to stifle the voice of their conscience: 
 ‘EŽ ?ŶŽďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚďƵǇĂůŽƚĨƌŽŵƚŚŽƐĞƐŚŽƉƐďƵt the thought does cross 
ŵǇŵŝŶĚ ? But again, because I try to balance it by giving in a chargeable way 
ƚŽƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĐŚĂƌŝƚŝĞƐ ? KƌŵĂǇďĞ ŝƚ ?ƐƐĂǀŝŶŐ  ?ŽƌŵĂǇďĞ ŝƚ ?ƐŵǇĐŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ  ?
ƉƌŝĐŬŝŶŐ ŵǇ ĐŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ĂŶĚ ƐĂǇŝŶŐ / ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŽ ĚŽ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ĂŶĚ ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚ /
can ?ƚŐĞƚĂƚƚŚĞĂĐƚƵĂůƐŽƵƌĐĞŽĨǁŚĂƚŝƐŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐƚŽƚŚĞƐĞƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ăƚ ůĞĂƐƚ
ŚŽƉĞĨƵůůǇ/ĐĂŶƚƌǇĂŶĚĚŝǀĞƌƚƐŽŵĞŵŽŶĞǇŝŶƚŽƚŚĂƚĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ ? ? (F9a) 
Male consumers were more concerned about balancing their unethical purchases of 
technology-related devices. Charity-giving was regarded as a way of compensating 
  
 
for these purchases. The accumulation of products reflected the use of resources but 
this could be balanced if handed down to others: 
 ‘&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ŝĨǁĞǁĞƌĞƚŽŐĞƚƌŝĚŽĨĂůŽƚŽĨsƐŽƌƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐůŝŬĞƚŚĂt, we 
ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ  ? ŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ ?ǁŚĂƚǁĞŚĂǀĞĚŽŶĞŝƐĂĐƚƵĂůůǇŐŝǀĞŶƚŚĞŵƚŽĐŚĂƌŝƚǇ
ƐŚŽƉƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚ/ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞŝƐƐŽƌƚŽĨƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ? ?(M7b)  
For other consumers, reduced consumption of technological devices was a way of 
compensating for other unethical choices such as travelling and carbon footprint: 
 ‘ ?ŝĨǇŽƵ ?ƌĞƚĞůůŝŶŐŵĞ ‘KŬ ?ƐŽǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŶŽƚŐŽŝŶŐƚŽŐŽƚŽĐŽŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐŽƌŚŽůŝĚĂǇƐ
Žƌ ǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ƵƐŝŶŐ Žƌ ǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌ ? ? / ?ůů ŚĂǀĞ Ă
different view [meaning unethical; not agreeing with this reƐƚƌŝĐƚŝŽŶ ? ? KĨ
ĐŽƵƌƐĞ ? ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ ? ǇŽƵ ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ŵĂŬĞ Ă ůŽƚ ŽĨĨ ?ƚŽŽ ŵƵĐŚ ƐĂĐƌŝĨŝĐĞ
obviously. You know? ... But I know that I can live without [the latest brand of] 
ĂŵŽďŝůĞĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ? ? (M10a) 
tŚĞŶ  ‘ŽǀĞƌƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ ? ŽŶ ĨŽŽĚ ? ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ǁĂƐ ŽĨƚĞŶ ƐĞĞŶ ĂƐ Ă ƌŽƵƚĞ ƚŽ  ‘ŐŽŽĚ ?
behaviour and compensation: 
  ‘ ?ǁĞĞŶĚƵƉ ƚŚƌŽǁŝŶŐ ƐƚƵĨĨĂǁĂǇďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞŶ ŝƚŐŽĞƐŽĨĨ ?tĞĚŽŶ ?ƚƵƐĞ ŝƚ
ĂŶĚ ŝƚ ?Ɛ ƌĞĂůůǇ ŶĂƵŐŚƚǇ ? ŶĚ / ĚŽ ĨĞĞů ďĂĚ ĞǀĞƌǇ ƚŝŵĞ ?,ĂĚ ƚŽ ďƵǇ ƚŚĞŵ
[compost bins] ourselves.  We have two in our house but we used them in the 
ŐĂƌĚĞŶ ? ? (F16a) 
And this could be a source of satisfaction  W  ‘Yes, oh yeah, yeah, we are good at 
ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŽŶĞƚŚŝŶŐǁĞĚŽĚŽ ? ? (F16b) 
When asked about what they would change about themselves to become more 
ethical, some consumers argued tŚĂƚƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝƐĂƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŽƌǇĂŶĚƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚ ‘ƉƌŽŽĨ ?
for their ethical behaviour or orientation  W  ‘/ĚŽŶ ?ƚƚŚŝŶŬƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐůǇ
ƚŚĂƚ/ǁŽƵůĚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ĂůƌĞĂĚǇĨĞĞůƚŚĂƚ/ ?ŵƋƵŝƚĞƉƌŽĂĐƚŝǀĞ ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨĚŽŝŶŐƚŚŝŶŐƐ
and recycling and watching ƚŚĞ ŶĞǁƐ ?(F11a)  W ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞ ĚŝƐƉůĂǇŝŶŐ  ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?
behaviour in many other areas of consumption including clothes shopping  W  ‘tĞůůŝƚ ?Ɛ
  
 
ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ĂƐ Ă ůŽƚŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ ? ƚŚĞǇ ƐŚŽƉ ŝŶWƌŝŵĂƌŬ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŝƚ ?Ɛ ĐŚĞĂƉĂŶĚ
ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƚŚĞďŽƚƚŽŵůŝŶĞƌĞĂůůǇ ? ?(F11b) 
As previously shown by other research in ethical consumption, ethical considerations 
are more likely to be applied in consumption when they are not a trade-off for other 
attributes. In the case of food shopping, both male and female participants included 
ethical considerations (e.g. by purchasing fair trade or organic products) because 
food purchase meant achieving both a need and an ethical goal. However, this 
applies to those who can compromise or afford to pay more for ethical products. For 
example, some consumers considered the ethical aspect when buying food because 
organic/fair trade are not considered a trade-off for quality: 
  ‘I have a different mindset when shopping for food than I do when shopping 
for things like clothes.  And also, I find shopping for food is something you 
ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ĚŽ ? ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŽ ĞĂƚ ? ƐŽ ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞ ŐŽƚ ƚŽ ƐƉĞŶĚ ŵŽŶĞǇ ŽŶ ĨŽŽĚ ? 
Whereas with food, I just eat it, so the ethical side of it is important because it 
would serve the same purpose whether I buy free-range chicken or factory-
farmed chicken but you can get the same outcome more ethically by buying 
ŐŽŽĚĐŚŝĐŬĞŶ ? ? (M6c) 
Air miles and carbon footprint tended to be compensated by the purchase of the fair 
ƚƌĂĚĞŽƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ?KŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞƐĂĚŵŝƚƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ ‘I do and I 
ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ĨĞĞůŐƵŝůƚǇƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐǁŚĞŶ/ ?ŵďƵǇŝŶŐĐĞƌƚĂŝŶƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐ ůŝŬĞƚŚĂƚ ?ĂŶĂŶĂƐ ? ?
(M5a), but he balanced that by buying fairly sourced bananas. The same behaviour is 
ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇĂĨĞŵĂůĞŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞ P ‘We buy a lot of fair trade wine and fair trade tea 
ĂŶĚ ƐƵŐĂƌ ĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƐŽƌƚ ŽĨ ƚŚŝŶŐ ? tĞ ŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚ ƌĞĂůůǇ ŐŽƚ ĚŽǁŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƌŽĂĚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
ǁŚŽůĞĂŝƌŵŝůĞƚŚŝŶŐ ?(F16c). 
Additionally, when price is a constraint in the purchase of only ethically produced 
goods, compensation can happen even inside the same category of products such as 
food.  
 ‘^Ž ǁĞ ŐŽ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ďŝŐ ƐƵƉĞƌŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ŝĨ ǁĞ ?ƌĞ ďƵǇŝŶŐ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ůŝŬĞ ƚŝŶƐ ŽĨ ďĂŬĞĚ




more responsible attitude towards their sources of food and I think that 
tĂŝƚƌŽƐĞŚĂǀĞĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚƚŚĂƚ ? ? (F4b) 
 
4.5 Experience of emotions in ethical-unethical consumption choices 
This section presents the findings related to the experience of emotions in the 
context of ethical-unethical choices. Given the interest in SCEs, a distinct section is 
dedicated to this category of emotions. Pride and guilt were uncovered as the most 
salient SCEs and thus these are discussed in more detail. 
 
4.5.1 Basic positive and negative emotions  
Positive emotions 
The manifestation of positive emotions as hedonic outcomes of ethical behaviour 
ǁĂƐĞǀŝĚĞŶƚĨŽƌĂůůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐŝ ?Ğ ?ďŽƚŚƚŚĞ ‘ŵŽƌĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞ ‘ůĞƐƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨ
their overall orientation. A wide range of emotions were reported by consumers  W 
Ğ ?Ő ?  ‘ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ƉůĞĂƐĞĚ ? Žƌ  ‘ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ƐĂƚŝƐĨŝĞĚ ? ? ŚĂƉƉŝŶĞƐƐ ? ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ? ĞǆĐŝƚĞŵĞŶƚ ?
enthusiasm, joy  W and in many cases these emotions were experienced 
simultaneously.  
 ‘zĞĂŚ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬ/ĚŽĨĞĞůŐŽŽĚĂďŽƵƚĚŽŝŶŐŝƚ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚ ?ƐĂŐŽŽĚƚŚŝŶŐƚŽĚŽ ?ƐŽ
ǇĞĂŚ ?/ĚŽĨĞĞůŐŽŽĚĂďŽƵƚƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐƚŚŝŶŐƐ ? ?(M7c W satisfied) 
 ‘KŬ ? &Žƌ ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ? / ?ŵ ǀĞƌǇ ŚĂƉƉǇwhen my box arrives, when the fruit and 
ǀĞŐŐŝĞƐďŽǆĂƌƌŝǀĞƐ ?^Žŝƚ ?ƐƌĞĂůůǇĨƵŶƚŽƚĂŬĞƚŚĞŵŽƵƚ ?/ ?ŵƌĞĂůůǇĞǆĐŝƚĞĚĂďŽƵƚ
ŝƚ ĂŶĚ ŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞůǇ ƐƚĂƌƚ ƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ĂďŽƵƚ ǁŚĂƚ / ĐŽƵůĚ ĐŽŽŬ ǁŝƚŚ ŝƚ ? ? (F1a  W 
excitement) 
These emotions appeared to have a significant impact in terms of various decisions 
i.e. decisions about their individual future choices, decisions about adopting ethical 
  
 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ĂƐ Ă ŶŽƌŵ ? ĂŶĚ ĞǀĞŶĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ĂďŽƵƚ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐŝŶŐŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ  ?ƐĞĞ
F9b below). 
 ‘/ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞƋƵŝƚĞĞŶƚŚƵƐŝĂƐƚŝĐďĞĐĂƵƐĞƉƌŽďĂďůǇ/ ?ĚũƵƐƚĐŽŵĞďĂĐŬĨƌŽŵ<ĞŶǇĂ
and was feeling really enthusiastic and thinking well yeah, I must try and get 
my friends to do this [support the fair trade movement and projects] and see 
how it should be really encouraged and things like that.  So perhaps I felt 
quite enthusiastic about it and then it becomes just the norm, so you just 
ƚƌĞĂƚŝƚĂƐĂŶŽƌŵĂůƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ? ?(F9b  W enthusiasm) 
The analysis revealed that positive emotions are often reported as hedonic feedback 
that takes two forms. They recounted as hedonic feedback from a purchase based on 
prudent personal economics (e.g. feeling good or proud about cheap products, 
bargains), and as hedonic feedback of indulging in favourite products or activities 
(e.g. feeling good about eating tasty food though it came from a questionable 
source). Though some consumers were aware that some of the purchases driven by 
economics (i.e. value for money) might be ethically questionable, this did not deter 
ƚŚĞŵ ĂƐ  ‘ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ǇŽƵ ũƵƐƚ ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽ ďĞ Ă ďŝƚ ŶĂƵŐŚƚǇ ?ũƵƐƚ ĞŶjoy life a little bit 
ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ? (M5b). This is perhaps not surprising since many individuals described 
the challenge of being consistent in their ethical choices due to different 
consumption goals and reported a rivalry between these two distinct drivers of 
hedonic outcomes.  
 ‘ŝĚ ǇŽƵ ĞǀĞƌ ƚƌǇ ƚŽ ƐĞĞ ŝĨ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ Ă ǁĂǇ ŽĨ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂƚŝŶŐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů
sports equipment and unethical ones? 
EŽ ?EĞǀĞƌůŽŽŬĞĚŝŶƚŽŝƚ ?ŶĚĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁ ?ƐƉŽƌƚƐĞƋƵŝƉŵĞŶƚŽƌƐƉŽƌƚƐĐůŽƚŚĞƐ ?
have a purpose and that purpose would be more important to me and it 
serving that purpose, than the ethical side of it.  But with buying a bike, I think 
the outcome would be different.  So the quality of the product is more 
important when buying things like sports equipment and clothes than the 
ĞƚŚŝĐĂůƐŝĚĞŽĨŝƚ ? 
And how would these new products make you feel, having them? 
  
 
/ ?ĚĞŶũŽǇŚĂǀŝŶŐƚŚĞŵ ? ?(M6d) 
 ‘ŶǇ ƐŚŽĞƐ ? ůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇ ĂŶǇ ?  ůů ƐŽƌƚƐ ?  / ŚĂǀĞ ŚƵŶĚƌĞĚƐ ŽĨ ƐŚŽĞƐ ƐŚŽǀĞĚ ŝŶ
ĐƵƉďŽĂƌĚƐ ĞǀĞƌǇǁŚĞƌĞ ƚŚĂƚ / ũƵƐƚĚŽŶ ?ƚŶĞĞĚ ?  ^ŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ /ǁĞĂƌ ƚŚĞŵ ŽŶĐĞ
and never look at them again but yes, any type of shoe at all.  
So when you look back at those pairs of shoes, how do you feel? 
/ĂůǁĂǇƐĨĞĞůŚĂƉƉǇ ? /ŽĨƚĞŶ ?/ ůŝŬĞƚŽǁĂůŬĂƌŽƵŶĚƚŚĞŚŽƵƐĞŝŶƚŚĞŵĂĨƚĞƌ
/ ?ǀĞďŽƵŐŚƚƚŚĞŵ ?/ĂůǁĂǇƐŚĂǀĞƐŝŶĐĞ/ǁĂƐĂůŝƚƚůĞŬŝĚ ?/ũƵƐƚůŽǀĞŝƚ ?/ůŽǀĞƚŚĞ
feeling of it and I like having lots of options of what to wear (laughs).  So 
ǇĞĂŚ ? ŶŽ ŝƚ ŵĂŬĞƐ ŵĞ ĨĞĞů ŐŽŽĚ ? ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞůǇ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ůŽƚƐ ŽĨ ŽƉƚŝŽŶƐ  ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ? ? ? 
(F16d) 
 ‘zĞĂŚ ?ƐŽ/ ?ĚďĞƉůĞĂƐĞĚŝĨ/ŐŽƚƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐĐŚĞĂƉƚŚĂƚ/ƚŚŝŶŬŝƐŐŽŽĚǀĂůƵĞĨŽƌ
ŵŽŶĞǇ ĂŶĚ / ?Ě ƚĞůů ŽƚŚĞƌ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ĂďŽƵƚ ŝƚ ĂŶĚ ? ǇĞĂŚ ?/ Ě ĂƐŬ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁŚĂƚ ĚŽ
they think ĂďŽƵƚ ŵǇ ŶĞǁ ƌƵŶŶŝŶŐ ƐŚŽĞƐ Žƌ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ůŝŬĞ ƚŚĂƚ ? ŶĚ ǁĞ ?Ě
ƚĂůŬŝŶŐŵŽƐƚůǇĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƚŚŝŶŐƐůŝŬĞƚŚĞƉƌŝĐĞĂŶĚŝĨǁĞƚŚŝŶŬŝƚ ?ƐŐŽŽĚǀĂůƵĞŽƌ
not. 
Do you ever think about the implications of your consumption and choice? 
Hmm, not other than the implicationƐ ĨŽƌ ŵĞ ƌĞĂůůǇ ? ^Ž / ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ƚŚŝŶŬ ĂďŽƵƚ
ǁŝĚĞƌŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŝƚ ? ? (M1a) 
 
Negative emotions 
A palette of negative emotions was discussed by interviewees in relation to two 
sources of elicitation  W media coverage (about unethical choices/purchase or 
corporate decisions) and actual behaviour. For example, interviewees reported 
emotional experiences such as feeling distressed, disturbed, sad, upset and 
disgusted as triggered by documentaries and news reports.  
  ‘zĞĂŚ ?ǁŚĞŶ/ǁĂƚĐŚĞĚƚŚĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐ ?/ǁĂƐƵƉƐĞƚǁŝƚŚŝƚ ?ǇĞĂŚ ?ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞůǇ ?
Yeah, I was quite disgusted actually with some of the practices that were 
  
 
ŐŽŝŶŐ ŽŶ ? ? / ǁŽƵůĚ ŚĂƚĞ ƚŽ ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ƚŚĂƚ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ / ?Ě ďŽƵŐŚƚ ǁĂƐ
made by you know, a 4-year-old child that was chained to a desk for ten hours 
ĂĚĂǇ ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐũƵƐƚŚŽƌƌŝďůĞ-ŚŽƌƌŝďůĞ ? (F11c  W negative emotions experienced as 
anticipated emotions)    
The cumulative impact of media and past behaviour appeared to motivate 
consumers to establish for themselvĞƐ ƚŚĞ ƐŽ ĐĂůůĞĚ  ‘ŶŽ ŐŽ ǌŽŶĞƐ ? ŝ ?Ğ ? ƐŚŽƉƐ ĂŶĚ
organisations that the interviewees confessed avoiding. Past behaviour (e.g. related 
to shopping, purchase of animal products and product disposal) induced negative 
emotions such as feeling uncomfortable, disgust and regret.  
dŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞƐ ? ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚƐ ĂůƐŽ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƌƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐŽƵƌĐĞ ŽĨ
elicitation negative emotions can deter consumers in engaging in some types of 
consumption situations: 
 ‘/ƚƌǇƚŽƐĂǇƚŽŵǇƐĞůĨŝĨǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŐŽŝŶŐƚŽĨĞĞůŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞĂďŽƵƚƚŚŝƐ ?ĚŽŶ ?ƚďƵǇŝƚ ?
ŶĚĂĐƚƵĂůůǇƉƌŽďĂďůǇƐĞǀĞŶƚŝŵĞƐŽƵƚŽĨƚĞŶ ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐǁŚĂƚŚĂƉƉĞŶƐ ?ŝĨƚŚĞƌĞ ?Ɛ
Ă ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ŵĂƌŬ ŝŶ ŵǇ ŚĞĂĚ ĂďŽƵƚ ŚŽǁ ŝƚ ?Ɛ ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ  ?/ ǁŝůů ƉƵƚ ŝƚ ďĂĐŬ ? ? 
(F18a) 
Ethical concerns about environmental issues and recycling were also linked to 
negative emotions. Knowledge about environmental issues such as landfills 
appeared to activate disgust (M5c).  
 ‘ŶĚ/ǁĂƚĐŚĞĚŽĂƐƚĂŶĚŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŝƌĞƉŝƐŽĚĞƐǁĂƐĂůĂŶĚĨŝůůƐŝƚĞŝŶ>ŽŶĚŽŶ ?/
ĐĂŶ ?ƚƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌƚŚĞĞǆĂĐƚĂƌĞĂ ?ĂŶĚŝƚũƵƐƚŵĂŬĞƐŵĞĨĞĞůƐick when I see how 
much trash we should save and recycle and get it either made into something 
ƵƐĞĨƵů ? (M5c) 
Other consumers confessed feelings of frustration (M7d), which were elicited by 
reflection on their product disposal patterns. 
 ‘/ĚŽŶ ?ƚƚŚŝŶŬŵƵĐŚĂďŽƵƚǁŚǇ/ ?ŵŶŽƚƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŽƚŚĞƌƐƚƵĨĨ ?ŝƚŵĂŬĞƐŵĞŵŽƌĞ




4.5.2 Self-conscious emotions  
Pride  
Though pride has been under-researched in generic consumption, the data analysis 
revealed that pride can sustain ethical decisions over time and in varied 
circumstances (e.g. at home, at work or on the train journeys). 
 ‘zĞĂŚ ?ŶŽ ?ŶŽ / ůŝŬĞ  ? / ĨĞĞůƉƌŽƵĚǁŚĞŶǁĞ ?ǀĞŽŶůǇŐŽƚŽŶĞƚŝŶǇ ůŝƚƚůĞďĂŐŽĨ
ƌƵďďŝƐŚ ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ?ƚŽďĞĐŽůůĞĐƚĞĚ ?zĞĂŚ ?ĂŶĚ/ ?ŵƌĞĂůůǇƉůĞĂƐĞĚďĞĐĂƵƐĞǁĞ ?ǀĞ
started doing it at ǁŽƌŬĂƐǁĞůůĂŶĚ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƐŽŵƵĐŚƌƵďďŝƐŚǁĂƐƚŚƌŽǁŶ
ĂǁĂǇĂƚǁŽƌŬũƵƐƚŝŶƚŚĞŵĂŝŶďŝŶĂŶĚƚŚĂƚƵƐĞĚƚŽƌĞĂůůǇƵƉƐĞƚŵĞ ? ? (F19a). 
The situation in which pride arose included buying organic (F1), locally produced, 
fairly traded or environmentally sustainable products (F7, F13, M7), using recycled 
items in DIY (F2), supporting local manufacturers (F4), and rigorous recycling (F19).  
Pride was more common among women and tended to be indirectly communicated 
ŝ ?Ğ ? ƵƐŝŶŐ ƉŚƌĂƐĞƐ ƐƵĐŚ  ‘ďĞƚƚĞƌ ŝŶ ŵǇƐĞůĨ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ƉůĞĂƐĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ŵǇƐĞůĨ ? ? DŽƌĞ ŝŶƚĞŶƐĞ
ůĞǀĞůƐ ŽĨ ƉƌŝĚĞ ǁĞƌĞ ƌĞǀĞĂůĞĚ ŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ?Ɛ ĐŽŶƚĂĐƚǁŝƚŚ ůŽĐĂů ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ  ?Ğ ?Ő ?
ŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ ƐŚŽƉƐ Žƌ ĨĂƌŵĞƌƐ ? ŵĂƌŬĞƚƐ ) ĂŶĚ ŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ƚŚĂƚ ƌĞũĞĐƚ
globalisation. Possible explanations for the manifestation of pride in these contexts 
are the human interaction seller-buyer, which augments positive feelings, and 
consumer empowerment respectively. These cases of elevated pride seemed to have 
ĂŶŝŵƉĂĐƚŶŽƚŽŶůǇŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĐŚŽŝĐĞďƵƚĂůƐŽŽŶƚŚĞŝƌĞƚŚŝĐĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƐŵƐŝŶĐĞ they 
confessed to using word of mouth in promoting ethical options to others. For 
example F4 (see below) talks about her support for local and sustainable producers. 
 ‘/ƚŽůĚŵǇŵƵŵƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌĚĂǇ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚŝƐŵĂŶǁĂƐĂƚƚŚŝƐƐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐĞǀĞŶŝŶŐ ?
ĂŶĚ/ƐĂŝĚ ‘KŚƚŚŝƐŝƐƚŚĞŵĂŶǁŚŽŽǁŶƐƚŚĞŶĞǁƚŽǇƐŚŽƉŝŶEĞǁĂƌŬĂŶĚŝƚ ?Ɛ
ƌĞĂůůǇŶŝĐĞ ?ĂŶĚƐŚĞƐĂŝĚ ‘ƌŝůůŝĂŶƚ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞǁĞŶĞĞĚ ĚƐŽŵĞƚŽǇƐĨŽƌŵǇŶŝĞĐĞ
ǁŚŽ ĂƌĞ ĂďƌŽĂĚ ?  ŶĚ ŵǇ ŵƵŵ ǁĂƐ ƐĂǇŝŶŐ  ‘KŚ / ĐĂŶ ŐŽ ƚŚĞƌĞ ? ?  ŶĚ / ƐĂŝĚ
 ‘tĞůů ĐŽŵĞƚŽEĞǁĂƌŬŽŶ^ĂƚƵƌĚĂǇĂŶĚǁĞ ?ůůŐŽ ƚŚĞƌĞĂŶĚ / ?ůůŐĞƚƐŽŵĞďŝƚƐ
ĂŶĚƉŝĞĐĞƐ ?ĂŶĚŝƚĚŽĞƐ ?ŝƚŵĂŬĞƐǇŽƵĨĞĞůƉƌŽƵĚ ? ?(F4c). 
  
 
The data also revealed an interaction between pride and basic emotions such as 
excitement and happiness which emphasises the hedonic dimension of purchases 
labelleĚĂƐ ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ?
 ‘/ƚ ?Ɛ ũƵƐƚƉƌŝĚĞ ? / ĨĞĞů ŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝǀĞ ? / ĨĞĞůŚĂƉƉǇĂďŽƵƚ ŝƚ ? /ƚ ?Ɛ ũƵƐƚ ůŝŬĞ ĂŐĞŶĞƌĂů
package of positive vibe from taking something that was a bit useless and 
ƚƵƌŶŝŶŐŝƚŝŶƚŽƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ?zĞĂŚƐŽŝƚ ?ƐĨƵŶ ?/ƚ ?ƐƉůĂǇĨƵůĂƐǁĞůů ?ŝƚ ?ƐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ
ƚŚĂƚ ?zŽƵƉƌŽďĂďůǇƚŚŝŶŬ/ ?ŵĂƌŝŐŚƚŐĞĞŬ ?ŬŶŝƚƚŝŶŐĂďĂƚŚŵĂƚŽƵƚŽĨd-ƐŚŝƌƚƐ ? ? 
(F2a) 
 ‘^ŽŚŽǁǁŽƵůǇŽƵƐĂǇǇŽƵĨĞůƚĂďŽƵƚǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨƚŚĞŶ ?
Happy I suppose, to use a kind of weak word.  I try to avoid feeling smug 
 ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ ?ůůĂůǁĂǇƐŚĂǀĞƚŽĚƌŝǀĞĂPrius you know, these hybrid cars.  
ƵƚũƵƐƚ ?ǇĞĂŚ ?ĂŬŝŶĚŽĨǁĂƌŵ ?ĨƵǌǌǇĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ?ŶĚ/ŐƵĞƐƐŝƚũƵƐƚŐŝǀĞƐŵĞĂ
ƐŵŝůĞ/ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞ ? ‘ (M9b)  
The data collected from the interviews was analysed in relation to the two types of 
pride mentioned in the literature i.e. hubristic pride and achievement-oriented pride 
(Tracy and Robins, 2007) (see Subsection 2.3.4 in Chapter 2). While achievement-
oriented pride was more often and easily identified, hardly any evidence of hubristic 
pride was found. Moreover, several individuals attempted to explicitly dissociate 
their feelings from hubristic pride. The link between achievement-oriented pride and 
prosocial attitudes, positive accomplishments, and self-esteem (Lazarus, 1991; 
Herrald and Tomaka, 2002) was also discovered ŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ? ƚŚƵƐ
confirming a sound identification of the emotion. 
  ‘tĞůů/ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞƉƌŽƵĚŝŶĂǁĂǇďĞĐĂƵƐĞǇŽƵĚŽ ?/ŬŶŽǁŝƚ ?ƐĂƚŝŶǇƚŚŝŶŐďƵƚŝĨ
ǇŽƵĨĞĞůůŝŬĞǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŵĂŬŝŶŐĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƚŽƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇ ?ƐůŝĨĞ ?ƚŚĞŶƚŚĂƚ ?ƐĂŐŽŽĚ
thing.  So if yŽƵƚŚŝŶŬǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŬĞƉƚƚŚĞǁŽůĨĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĚŽŽƌŝŶƐŽŵĞƚŝŶǇǁĂǇĂŶĚ
ƚŚĞŶǇŽƵƚĞůůĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƐƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƚŚŝŶŐŽĨĐŽƵƌƐĞ ?ǇŽƵƚĞůůƉĞŽƉůĞƚŚĂƚ
ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞ ?  ‘KŚ/ ?ǀĞĨŽƵŶĚĂŐƌĞĂƚŶĞǁƚŽǇƐŚŽƉ ? ? ?ŶĚĂůƐŽ ?ǁŚĞŶǇŽƵƐŚŽƉŝŶ
the big stores, you do feel kind of part of a machine if you like and with my 
tiny obsession with structure and agency (laughs), I would much rather I think 
  
 
be an agent than be a kind of part of this structure of which you have no 
control. 
 ? ƚŚĞ ŽƚŚĞƌ ŶŝŐŚƚ / ǁĞŶƚ ƚŽ Ă ƐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ ĞǀĞŶŝŶŐ ? ƉƌĞ-Christmas shopping 
ĞǀĞŶŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŵǇŵƵŵǁĂŶƚĞĚƚŽŐŽƚŽ ?ĂƚŵǇƚǁŽǇŽƵŶŐĞƌĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶ ?ƐƐĐŚŽŽů ?
And there were lots of kind of cottage industry women there, a lot of women 
ǁŚŽ ?ǀĞƐƚĂƌƚĞĚƵƉƐŵĂůůďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐĞƐŽƌ ĨƌĂŶĐŚŝƐĞƐŽƌǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌ ?ĂŶĚ / ƚƌŝĞĚ ƚŽ
buy somethŝŶŐ ůŝƚƚůĞ ĨƌŽŵ ŵŽƐƚ ŽĨ ƚŚĞŵ ũƵƐƚ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ / ƚŚŝŶŬ ŝƚ ?Ɛ ƌĞĂůůǇ
important to support people. ? (F4d  W pride and prosocial attitudes) 
 ‘/ĨĞĞůƉƌŽƵĚǁŚĞŶǁĞ ?ǀĞŽŶůǇŐŽƚŽŶĞƚŝŶǇůŝƚƚůĞďĂŐŽĨƌƵďďŝƐŚ ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ?ƚŽďĞ
ĐŽůůĞĐƚĞĚ ?ŶĚ  ?ǁŚĞŶ ƚƌĂǀĞůůŝŶŐ ?/ ƵƐĞĚ ƚŽ ďƌŝŶŐ my stuff home to recycle it ? 
(F19b  W pride and positive accomplishments) 
 ‘/ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞŝƚ ?ƐƋƵŝƚĞĂƐĞůĨŝƐŚƚŚŝŶŐƌĞĂůůǇďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ĚŽĨĞĞůďĞƚƚĞƌŝŶŵǇƐĞůĨĨŽƌ
ŚĞůƉŝŶŐŽƵƚƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇĞůƐĞ ?/ ?ĚƌĂƚŚĞƌŐĞƚƚŚĞŽŶĞ ?d-shirt] and have that last 
me and feel better about myself and better about where it came from, than 
ŚĂǀŝŶŐĨŝǀĞĞǆƚƌĂƚŽƉƐŝŶƚŚĞǁĂƌĚƌŽďĞ ? ? (F13c  W pride and self-esteem) 
KǀĞƌĂůů ? ƚŚĞ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ĨŽƌ ŚƵďƌŝƐƚŝĐƉƌŝĚĞ ŵŝŐŚƚďĞ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶĞĚ ďǇ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
ƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƉƌŽĨŝůĞ ?ďǇŽŶĞ ?ƐƌĞůƵĐƚĂŶĐĞƚŽ openly admit to pride about oneself and 
ƚŚĞŶĞĞĚƚŽƉƌĞƐĞƌǀĞĂĚĞƐŝƌĂďůĞŝŵĂŐĞ ?ƚŚŝƐǁŽƵůĚďĞĐŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚĂŵŵƵŶĞƌ ?Ɛ
(1996) findings), by cultural characteristics (the sample was representative of the 
 ‘ƚǇƉŝĐĂůƌŝƚŝƐŚĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌ ? )ŽƌďǇĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ďehaving as an ethical consumer might 
ŶŽƚŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞ Ă ƐƚƌŽŶŐ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐŽĨƉƌŝĚĞ ƚŚĂƚ ŝƐ ƌĞĨůĞĐƚĞĚŽŶ  ƚŚĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐŐĞŶĞƌĂů
attitude or self-perception   W  ‘/ ?ŵ ƉƌŽƵĚ ŽĨ ǁŚŽ / Ăŵ ? ) ? ,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ? ŝŶŝƚŝĂů ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ
would benefit from additional research. Additionally, very little information about 
the lifespan of pride was extracted from the interviews and future research would be 
needed to investigate this aspect. For example, interviewee F19 stated a continuous 
feeling of pride but only in relation to her strict recycling habit. 
Pride and its relationship with shame were used to describe the emotional outcome 
of an unethical choice (e.g. F19c). This is consistent with Campbell, Foster and 
ƌƵŶĞůů ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶǁŚŝĐŚǀŝĞǁƐƉƌŝĚĞĂŶĚƐŚĂŵĞĂƐŽƉƉŽƐŝƚĞĞŵŽƚŝons. 
  
 
 ‘/ ŐƵĞƐƐ / ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ƚŚŝŶŬ ŝƚ ?Ɛ ƋƵŝƚĞ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ŐƵŝůƚǇ ? / ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ƚŚŝŶŬ / ?Ě ĨĞĞů ŐƵŝůƚǇ
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚ ?ƐŵŽƌĞũƵƐƚ ůŝŬĞ  ? ũƵƐƚŶŽƚĨĞĞůŝŶŐǀĞƌǇŝŵƉƌĞƐƐĞĚǁŝƚŚŵǇƐĞůĨ ?ŶŽƚ
ǀĞƌǇƉƌŽƵĚŽĨŵǇƐĞůĨĂŶĚƐŽƌƚŽĨĚŝƐĂƉƉŽŝŶƚĞĚŝŶŵǇƐĞůĨ ? ? (F19c) 
 
Shame and embarrassment  
The outcome of shame-inducing situations was described by consumers using the 
ƚĞƌŵƐ P ‘ƐŚĂŵĞ ? ‘ĂƐŚĂŵĞĚ ? ?ĚŝƐĂƉƉŽŝŶƚĞĚŝŶŵǇƐĞůĨ ? ?ĂŶĚƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐǁŚĞƌĞ
ƚŚĞŽďũĞĐƚŽĨĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƐŽŶĞ ?ƐƐĞůĨƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶŽŶĞ ?ƐďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?ƚŚŝƐĞǆĐůƵĚĞĚŝƚ
from being identified as guilt.
35
 Shame was evoked by various conditions such as: 
slave labour, buying unethically produced items, animal welfare, consumption of 
animal produce, and not buying fair trade. Most of the times shame was not 
experienced in isolation but rather in conjunction with regret, guilt and 
embarrassment. Several consumption situations indicated the arousal of both guilt 
ĂŶĚƐŚĂŵĞ ?/ŶƚŚĞƐĞĐĂƐĞƐƚŚĞĐŽĚŝŶŐǁĂƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞ ?ƐĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚŶŽŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ
of emotions or according to the coding schemes used in psychology. 
 ‘zĞĂŚ ?ǇŽƵƐŽƌƚŽĨ ?ŝŶǇŽƵƌŵŝŶĚ ?ĂůŵŽƐƚďůĂĐŬůŝƐƚƚŚĞŵ ?ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůƐŚŽƉƐ ? ? 
Why? 
Probably the knowledge and how it makes you feel about yourself and the 
ǁĂǇƚŚĂƚǇŽƵ ?ƌĞƌĞůĂƚŝŶŐƚŽŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ?/ĨǇŽƵŬŶŽǁŝŶŐůǇďƵǇƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐĨƌŽŵĂ
shop that treats it producers badly then you are making a decision to treat 
ƚŚĂƚƉĞƌƐŽŶďĂĚůǇĂŶĚǇŽƵĂƌĞĐŽůůƵĚŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĂƚĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐ ?zĞĂŚ ?/ŐƵĞƐƐ
I would judge myself as not being a good person (embarrassed laugh) I 
ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞ ? ? (F3c)       
 ‘KŚ ? ǁŚǇ / ?ǀĞĚone that? Why did I just put them in the garage in a box or 
something? Why did I just put them in the bin?  Cause I was trying to get rid 
ŽĨƚŚĞŵƋƵŝĐŬůǇ ?/ŐƵĞƐƐ/ĨĞůƚĂďŝƚĚŝƐĂƉƉŽŝŶƚĞĚŝŶŵǇƐĞůĨ ?/ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞ ? ?(F3d) 
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 ‘/Ĩ /ŽƉĞŶůǇĐŚŽƐĞƚŽ ?  ?ŶŽƚďƵǇĨƌĞĞ-rĂŶŐĞĞŐŐƐ ? ?/ ?ĚĨĞĞůďĂĚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ /ƚŚŝŶŬ
ǁĞ ?ƌĞ ĐĂůůĞĚ ƚŽ ůŽŽŬ ĂĨƚĞƌ ƚŚĞ ǁŽƌůĚ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĞ ǁĞƌĞ ƉƵƚ ŝŶ ?  ^Ž ǁĞ ŚĂǀĞ Ă
responsibility to the world to make sure things like animals are kept properly 
ĂŶĚƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌĞĐĂƌĞĚĨŽƌ ?^ŽǇĞĂŚ ?/ƐŚŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚĚŽƚŚĂƚ ?ƐŽ/ǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚďĞǀĞƌǇ
ŚĂƉƉǇǁŝƚŚŵǇƐĞůĨ ? ? (F8a) 
 ‘DĞ ?/ǁŽƵůĚĐŚĂŶŐĞŵĞ ?dŚĂƚ ?ƐǁŚĂƚ/ǁŽƵůĚĐŚĂŶŐĞ ?zĞĂŚ ?/ǁŽƵůĚĐŚĂŶŐĞ
me! I would change my selfish desires to always do the best thing for me and 
not necessarily think about other people. Well, I threw the bottles in the bin 
because I was worried about what people would think about me and about 
my house being untidy because my kitchen was full of bottles, which is 
ƌŝĚŝĐƵůŽƵƐ ? ? (F3e)  
The data analysis established that embarrassment was the result of both public 
acŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ƐĞůĨ-evaluation. It was less 
recurrent than shame or guilt, and in the majority of cases embarrassment was not 
verbally expressed but rather through physiological changes as observed by the 
interviewer (see M10a on page 107 and F3d above). 
Sometimes the identification of emotions is less clear. For example, one of the 
ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞƐ ?& ? ? )ƌĞĨĞƌƐƚŽĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ‘ƵƉƐĞƚĂŶĚƵŶĐŽŵĨ ƌƚĂďůĞ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚĐŽƵůĚƌĞĨĞƌƚŽ
the type of behaviour (i.e. guilt) or herself (i.e. shame; this means that the self-
respect decreases). However, this is consistent with the literature that acknowledges 
the challenges in differentiating shame and guilt (Smith et al., 2002).  
 ‘tĞůů /ĚŽŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚ ƚŽ ĨĞĞů ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞ ĨŽƌŬĞĞƉŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ ŝŶĚƵƐƚƌǇ going.  Even 
ƚŚŽƵŐŚŝƚŵŝŐŚƚŽŶůǇďĞŽŶĞƉŝĞĐĞ ?ŽŶĞŝƚĞŵŽĨƐŽŵƵĐŚŵŽŶĞǇ ?ŝĨĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ
does that, that keeps the industry going.  So I would just not be happy if I 
contributed to that in the end. 
ŶĚŚŽǁĚŽǇŽƵƚŚŝŶŬǇŽƵ ?ĚĨĞĞůĂďŽƵƚǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨ ?ŝĨǇŽƵ ?ĚĚone something? 
hƉƐĞƚ ? ĚŝƐĂƉƉŽŝŶƚĞĚ ? ũƵƐƚ ƵŶĐŽŵĨŽƌƚĂďůĞ ƌĞĂůůǇ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ / ?ŵ  ? ǁĞ ůŝǀĞ ŝŶ Ă
ƉƌŝǀŝůĞŐĞĚƉůĂĐĞŚĞƌĞ ?ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?ƐŽŵĞƉĞŽƉůĞĚŽŶ ?ƚĂŶĚŝƚ ?ƐŶŽƚĨĂŝƌĨŽƌŵĞƚŽ





The most negative salient emotion evidenced was guilt and it was reported by 
consumers in relation to different areas of concern i.e. human welfare, animal 
welfare and environmental welfare. 
 ‘/ ǁŽƵůĚ ĨĞĞů ǀĞƌǇ ? ǀĞƌǇ ŐƵŝůƚǇ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ǁĞĂƌŝŶŐ ŽĨ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ƚŚĂƚ / ŬŶŽǁ ŝƐ
ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚǁŝƚŚ  ?ƐŽŵĞƐŽƌƚŽĨ  ?ŚƵŵĂŶ ?ƐƚƌƵggle basically cause these people 
is, you know, probably struggling quite a lot to make this cotton that would 
ƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ Ă ǀĞƌǇ ? ǀĞƌǇ ƌŝĐŚ ĐŽŵƉĂŶǇ ? ? (F12a  W guilt about human 
welfare) 
'Ƶŝůƚ ĂƐƐŽĐŝĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů ǁĞůĨĂƌĞ ǁĂƐ ůĂďĞůůĞĚ ĂƐ  ‘ĞŶǀŝronment-related 
ŐƵŝůƚ ? ĂŶĚ ǁĂƐ ĨƌĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇ ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ ďǇ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? /ŶƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ŽĨ ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚĂů
welfare, guilt was related to two key aspects: a) not recycling properly (F13, F19, M5) 
and b) buying a product with a significant negative environmental impact (M9). 
 ‘KŚ/ĨĞĞůƚĞƌƌŝďůĞ ?ǇĞĂŚ ?/ĨĞĞůƚĞƌƌŝďůĞ ?tŚĞŶ/ƚŚƌŽǁŝƚĂǁĂǇ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬŽŚ/ĐŽƵůĚ
ũƵƐƚƐĂǀĞƚŚĂƚĂŶĚƚŚĞŶŝŶĂĐŽƵƉůĞŽĨǁĞĞŬƐ ?ƚŝŵĞ ?/ ?ŵƐƵƌĞƚŚĞƌĞ ?ůůďĞĞŶŽƵŐŚ
ƚŽƚĂŬĞƚŽƚŚĞďŽƚƚůĞďĂŶŬ ? ? (F13d) 
 ‘D P/ƉƵƚ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬŝƚǁĂƐƚŚĞǁƌŽŶŐƐŽƌƚŽĨƉackaging in the green bin, not the 
recycling bin but the normal rubbish bin and it could have been recycled and I 
ŚĂĚŶ ?ƚ ?/ŶŽǁǁĂƐŚĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ?ƚŝŶĐĂŶƐ ?ƉůĂƐƚŝĐĨŽŽĚƚƌĂǇƐ ?/ǁĂƐŚƚŚĞŵŽƵƚ ? 
I: So how did you feel when you cheated? 
D PĂĚ ?ďĂĚ ?ďĂĚ ? ?(M5d) 
 ‘dŚŝƐǁŽŽĚ ĨůŽŽƌ  ?dŚŝƐ ŝƐŽĂŬĂŶĚŽŶĞŽĨŵǇƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐ ŝƐ / ůŝŬĞƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďŝůŝƚǇ
but we wanted a wood floor.  So I still feel guilty if I think about it probably 
but we bought the floor from the place that was selling it to us at a price we 
were willing tŽƉĂǇ ? ?(M9c) 
  
 
Even the choice not to clean packaging before recycling can lead to some temporary 
of guilt (F8b): 
 ‘ ? ǇĞƐ ? / ǁŝůů ŚĂǀĞ ĚŽŶĞ Ăƚ ƐŽŵĞ ƉŽŝŶƚ ?  WƌŽďĂďůǇ ŶŽƚ ďŽƚŚĞƌĞĚ ƚŽ ĐůĞĂŶ
ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƉƌŽƉĞƌůǇĂŶĚƚŚĞŶƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŽŚ/ ?ůůƉƵƚŝƚŝŶƚŚĞďŝŶ ? 
How did you feel at that point in time? 
EĂƵŐŚƚǇ ?ƐŚŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚďĞĚŽŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ ? 
And how long did that feeling of not having done the right thing last? 
WƌŽďĂďůǇŵŽŵĞŶƚĂƌǇ ? ? (F8b) 
The data analysis confirmed the existence of chronic guilt and some cases of 
predispositional guilt (Quiles and Bybee, 1997), the latter being generated by factors 
such as family, societal pressure and religious influences. Evidence of existential guilt 
(Rawlings, 1970) was also found.
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 ‘/ ĨĞĞů ƚŽƚĂůůǇ ŐƵŝůƚǇ ĂďŽƵƚ ĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ĞůƐĞ / ƐƉĞŶĚ  ?ĞǆĐĞƉƚ ĨŽŽĚ ? ? ? (F1b  W 
chronic guilt). 
 ‘tĞůů ?ďĂĚ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞǁĞ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƚŚŝƐĐƵůƚƵƌĂůŝƐƐƵĞƐǁŝƚŚŐƵŝůƚĂŶĚĂůůƐŽƌƚŽĨ ?/
would feel very, very guilty in the wearing of something that I know is 
ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ  ?ƐŽŵĞ ƐŽƌƚ ŽĨ ƐƚƌƵŐŐůĞ ďĂƐŝĐĂůůǇ ? ?(F12b  W predispositional 
guilt) 
 ‘ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁŚŽĂƌĞƐƚƌƵŐŐůŝŶŐ ? / ĨĞĞůďĂĚƚŚĂƚǁĞ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂ ĨƌŝĚŐĞ
ĨƵůůŽĨĨŽŽĚĂŶĚ/ ?ŵƚŚƌŽǁŝŶŐŝƚĂǁĂǇ ? ?(F16e  W existential guilt) 
&ŽůůŽǁŝŶŐdĂŶŐŶĞǇĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƉƵďůŝĐ ĂŶĚƉƌŝǀĂƚĞĐŝƌĐƵŵƐƚĂŶĐĞƐŝŶ
guilt elicitation, the data indicated two similar types of guilt in ethical consumption  W 
private guilt and public guilt, the discrimination between the two being made on the 
ďĂƐŝƐŽĨŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĂŶĚ ?ŽƌĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐŽĨ
behaviour.  
 ‘ ?ďƵƚ Ăƚ ƚŚĞ ƐĂŵĞ ƚŝŵĞ  / ĨĞĞů ůŝŬĞ ǁŚĞŶ / ŬĞĞƉ ƐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ ĐůŽƚŚĞƐ ? ĨŽƌ
ĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?  Žƌ ĨŽƌ ƐŚŽĞƐ ?  ǇĞĂŚ / ?ŵ ǀŝŽůĂƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ĨĂĐƚ ƚŚĂƚ / ǁĂŶŶĂ ďĞ
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environmentally conscious. And similarly I feel huge amount of guilt every 
ƚŝŵĞ/ƚĂŬĞĂƉůĂŶĞďƵƚ/ũƵƐƚĐĂŶ ?ƚŐĞƚŽǀĞƌŝƚ ?/ũƵƐƚƚĂŬĞŝƚ ?^Ž/ĨĞĞůŝƚ ?ƐƌĞĂůůǇ
strong, especially when it comes to the environment I feel kind of split in two 
ĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ? ? (F1c  W private guilt) 
 ‘/ĚŽ ĨĞĞů ůŝŬĞ /ŚĂǀĞ ƚŽŚŝĚĞ ŝƚ ?^Ž ƚŚĞƌĞŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŽĐĐĂƐŝŽŶǁŚĞŶ /ďƌŽƵŐŚƚ
them [non-fair trade bananas] home and then quickly whipped them out of 
ƚŚĞƉĂĐŬĞƚĂŶĚƉƵƚƚŚĞŵŝŶƚŽƚŚĞĨƌƵŝƚďĂůůƐŽƚŚĂƚŚĞĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚƐĞĞƚŚĂƚ/ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚ
buy fair trade ones becauƐĞ/ĨĞĞůĂůŝƚƚůĞďŝƚŐƵŝůƚǇĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ? ?(F3e  W public guilt) 
The data allowed the development of a taxonomy of guilt (Figure 4.1) and a theory 
of how and why the intensity of guilt varies. In this matrix the categories of guilt are 
defined by two major dimensions: the context and agent of evaluation, while the 
level of intensity varies according to the other two dimensions.  
 
 
Figure 4.1 Taxonomy of guilt in ethical consumption 
The context dimension is related to which objects are the direct recipients of the 
consumption consequences. Guilt for the sentient is an extension of existential guilt 
which extends the area of concern from only human beings to animals as well. 
Alternatively, guilt associated with environmental welfare in general or other 
  
 
abstracts was labelled as guilt for the non-sentient. The second dimension of the 
ŵĂƚƌŝǆ ?ǁŚŝĐŚƐŚĂƌĞƐƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝƚŝĞƐƚŽdĂŶŐŶĞǇĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ ? ? ?   )ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ )ƐŚŽǁƐƚŚĂƚ
the agent of evaluation of a consumption act can be the self or others. Thus guilt 
could be elicited in two ways  W internally and externally. Finally, the third dimension 
that characterizes guilt in consumption is the intensity. In other words, the intensity 
of guilt increases as the agent of evaluation moves on the horizontal axis from others 
to self and on the vertical axis from non-sentient object to sentient object. More 
ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ ? ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ŚŽƌŝǌŽŶƚĂů ĂǆŝƐ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞŶƐŝƚǇ ŽĨŐƵŝůƚ ŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞĚ ďǇ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?
evaluations increases according to the affective distance as it moves through three 
subcategories  W as highlighted by interviewees  W family, friends and non-significant 
others. It appeared that, for some consumers, different types of guilt can coexist 
even within the same consumption/disposal experience (see below extracts from 
& ? ?ƐŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁ ) ?^ŽƚŚĞ most intense guilt was often induced by the self and driven by 
specific concerns for the welfare of humans or animals. 
The findings identified that self-ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ďĂƐĞĚŽŶŽŶĞ ?ƐƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚƐĂŶĚŶŽƌŵƐ )
determine a stronger and longer-lasting level of ŐƵŝůƚ ƚŚĂŶ ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ?
However, the influence of others in the manifestation of guilt cannot be minimized; 
ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞŵŝŐŚƚďĞŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚďƵƚŝƚŝƐŶŽƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇĂƐŝůůƵƐƚƌĂƚĞĚŝŶ
the verbatim extracts below.  
 ‘ ? ŝĨ / ĚŝĚ ďƵǇ ƐĂǇ Ŷon-free-range eggs, from battery chickens or whatever, 
ƚŚĞŶ/ ?ĚũƵƐƚĨĞĞůďĂĚ ? ?(M9d  W internally generated guilt for the sentient) 
 ‘ŶĚ/ĐĂŶƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌƐĞǀĞƌĂůŽĐĐĂƐŝŽŶƐĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ/ ?ǀĞƐĂŝĚ P ‘KŚ ?/ŐƵĞƐƐƚŚŝƐ
is a good deal on this thing. It was only fivĞ ƉŽƵŶĚ ? ǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌ ? ? ŶĚ ƚŚĞŶ
ƉĞŽƉůĞƐĂǇ P   ‘zĞĂŚƉƌŽďĂďůǇƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇƐŽŵĞǁŚĞƌĞŝŶĂŶŐůĂĚĞƐŚǁŽƌŬĞĚ  ? ?
ŚŽƵƌƐĨŽƌƚŚĂƚŬŝŶĚŽĨƉƌŝĐĞ ? ?dŚĞŶ/ĨĞĞůůŝŬĞŝƚ ?ƐĂƉƵŶĐŚŝŶƚŚĞƐƚŽŵĂĐŚ ? ? (F1d 
 W internally generated guilt for the sentient) 
 ‘/ŐŽƚŽŶĞǀĞƌǇĐůŽƐĞŐŝƌůĨƌŝĞŶĚ ? ? ?^ŽƐŚĞŝƐǀĞƌǇƐƚƌŽŶŐ ?ǀĞƌǇƚŝŵĞƐŚĞƐĞĞƐ




on me. I get similar pressƵƌĞĨƌŽŵƐŽŵĞŵĞŵďĞƌƐŽĨŵǇĨĂŵŝůǇĂƐǁĞůů ?ǇĞĂŚ ? ?
(F1e  W externally generated guilt for the sentient) 
 ‘/ƉƵƚ  ? / ƚŚŝŶŬ ŝƚǁĂƐƚŚĞǁƌŽŶŐƐŽƌƚŽĨƉĂĐŬĂŐŝŶŐŝŶƚŚĞŐƌĞĞŶďŝŶ ?ŶŽƚƚŚĞ
recycling bin but the normal rubbish bin and it could have been recycled and I 
ŚĂĚŶ ?ƚ ?/ŶŽǁǁĂƐŚĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ?ƚŝŶĐĂŶƐ ?ƉůĂƐƚŝĐĨŽŽĚƚƌĂǇƐ ?/ǁĂƐŚƚŚĞŵŽƵƚ ?
 ?/ĨĞůƚ ?ďĂĚ ?ďĂĚ ?ďĂĚ ? ?(M5e  W internally generated guilt for the non-sentient) 
 ‘/ ?ǀĞŐŽƚůŝŬĞŵǇƉůĂƐƚŝĐďŽƚƚůĞĨƌŽŵŵǇůƵŶĐŚŽƌǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌ ?/ƉƌŽďĂďůǇǁŽƵůĚ
just chuck it in the bin rather than carry it around all day and then bring it 
ŚŽŵĞ ?/ŬŶŽǁƉĞŽƉůĞƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚĐĂƌƌǇŝƚĂƌŽƵŶĚĂůůĚĂǇĂŶĚĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ?/ ?ŵ
ŶŽƚƚŚĂƚŐŽŽĚ ?ƚŚĞŶ/ĐŽŵĞŚŽŵĞĂŶĚŚƌŝƐŚĂƐŚĂĚĂŵĞĂůĚĞĂůĂƚůƵŶĐŚƚŝŵĞ
from Boots as well and his plastic bottle is sitting by the sink ready to be 
washed out to be recycled, it makes me think if he can do it, I should have 
ĚŽŶĞŝƚƌĞĂůůǇ ?^Ž/ŐƵĞƐƐŝƚ ?ƐƌĞĂůůǇǁŚĞŶŚƌŝƐĚŽĞƐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƌĞŵŝŶĚƐ
ŵĞ/ĐŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞĚŽŶĞŝƚ ?ƚŚĂƚŵĂŬĞƐŵĞĨĞĞůĂůŝƚƚůĞďŝƚůŝŬĞŚŵŵ ? ? ? ? (F19e  W 
externally generated guilt for the non-sentient) 
The interviews also revealed that guilt can emerge at different stages in the 
consumption cycle i.e. before, during or after engaging in unethical behaviour. This 
demonstrated the manifestation of guilt as anticipated, immediate and post-decision 
affect (Loewenstein and Lerner, 2003; Schwartz, 2000) and highlights its potential as 
a decision making factor in the context of ethical/unethical consumption. 
Alternatively, some consumers declared only anticipated and post-decision guilt but 
not immediate guilt (e.g. F10; F11). This affirms the potential use of guilt 
management techniques as a means to manage guilt and to overcome the emotional 
ďĂƌƌŝĞƌƐ ĂŐĂŝŶƐƚ ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐ  ?ƐĞĞ ďĞůŽǁ ƚŚĞ ƐĞĐƚŝŽŶ ĂďŽƵƚ ‘ZĞŐƌet and guilt 
ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ ? ) ? 
As a result, a classification relating to the point in time at which guilt emerged, was 
also developed and this included: pre-purchase/pre-behaviour guilt; guilt during 
purchase/behaviour; and post-purchase/post-behaviour guilt. 
  
 
Though post-purchase/behaviour guilt was identified as the most common type of 
guilt, the other categories were also influential. Certain types of choices or behaviour 
appeared to be associated with a longer temporal manifestation of guilt, which 
carried on through two or all three stages (i.e. pre-, during, post-). This multiple 
appearance of guilt on the temporal scale indicated a cyclical manifestation and 
interaction with rational processes. For example, in clothes shopping, pre-purchase 
guilt could have appeared due to some form of reasoning but also due to post-
purchase guilt (i.e. previously experienced as a result of another shopping 
experience).  
  ‘/ƚŚŝŶŬƵƐƵĂůůǇ ŝƚ ?ƐĂƚƚŚĞŵŽŵĞŶƚŽĨƉƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ/ĚĞĂů ?ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?ǁŝƚŚ
those issues, ok? So if I feel guilty about purchasing something or anything, 
ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĂƚƚŚĞƚŝŵĞ ? ?(M10b)  W guilt during purchase; referring here to 
flying  
 ‘/ ŬŶŽǁ ǁŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ŵĞĂŶ ? / ĚŝĚ ǁĂƚĐŚ Ăůů ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ds ƐŚŽǁƐ ƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚĞ
sweatshops in India and the child labour and things and Primark.  And I must 
ĂĚŵŝƚ ?/ĚŽŶ ?ƚƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ůŝŬĞƐŚŽƉƉŝŶŐŝŶWƌŝŵĂƌŬďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚ/
know that a lot of it has potentially been produced you know, by child labour 
ĂŶĚĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ? ? ?& ? ?Ğ ) W pre-purchase guilt 
 ‘/ŶĞĞĚĞĚƐŽŵĞƉǇũĂŵĂƐĂŶĚ/ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞŵƵĐŚŵŽŶĞǇĂŶĚ/ǁĞŶƚƚŽWƌŝŵĂƌŬ
ĂŶĚǇĞƐ ?/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ/ŶĞĞĚƉǇũĂŵĂƐĂŶĚƚŚĞǇƐĞůůƚŚĞŵĨŽƌ ? ?ĂƉĂŝƌĂŶĚ ?/ƚ ?Ɛ
ĨŽƵƌǇĞĂƌƐůĂƚĞƌĂŶĚ/ ?ŵƐƚŝůůǁĞĂƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŵďƵƚǇĞĂŚ ?ĂƚƚŚĞƚŝŵĞ/ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚǁĞůů
/ĐĂŶ ?ƚĂĨĨŽƌĚƚŽƐƉĞŶĚĂŶǇŵŽre than £8 on two pairs of pyjamas.   
How did you feel at that time?   
Slightly guilty. 
,ŽǁůŽŶŐĚŽǇŽƵƚŚŝŶŬ ? ? 
ĨĞǁĚĂǇƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ǁĂƐǁĞĂƌŝŶŐƚŚĞŵ ? ? (F22a)  W post-purchase guilt 
  ‘'Ƶŝůƚ-ridden, absolutely guilt-ƌŝĚĚĞŶďĞĐĂƵƐĞ / ?ǀĞĚŽŶĞ ŝƚ ? / ?ǀĞĚŽŶĞ ŝƚ ?^Ž /
had to go shopping and I bought things that were quite cheap because I knew 
  
 
/ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞĂŶǇŵŽŶĞǇ ?ŶĚǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?/ǁĂƐŶ ?ƚǀĞƌǇ ǁĞůůŽĨĨĂƚĂůů ?/ǁĂƐĂ
student midwife but I still needed clothes to wear and yeah, I felt terrible.  I 
ĚŝĚĨĞĞů ?/ĐĂŶƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌŝƚ ?ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƌĞĂůůǇďĂĚ ?/Ĩ/ŐŽŝŶƚŽ ?ůŝŬĞŵǇŶŝĞĐĞŝƐĂ
big fan of places like Primark and I spend my life trying to persuade her not to 
ŐŽŝŶƚŚĞƌĞ ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ? ?Ƶƚ/ ?ǀĞĂĐƚƵĂůůǇďĞĞŶŝŶǁŝƚŚŚĞƌďĞĨŽƌĞŶŽǁĂŶĚŬŝŶĚŽĨ
looked around and it jƵƐƚ ?ŝƚŵĂŬĞƐŵĞĨĞĞůŚŽƌƌŝďůĞ ?ŝƚƌĞĂůůǇĚŽĞƐ ?(F4e)  W 
Guilt in all three stages 
EŽ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĞǀĞƌǇƚŝŵĞǇŽƵǁĞĂƌƚŚĞŵ ?/ũƵƐƚƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐŝƚǁĂƐũƵƐƚƐůŝŐŚƚůǇ
ŐƵŝůƚǇĂůůƚŚĞƚŝŵĞĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ?ĂďŽƵƚǁĞĂƌŝŶŐƚŚŝŶŐƐůŝŬĞƚŚĂƚ ? ?(F4f)  W Guilt in all 
three stages  
The intensity of guilt seemed to change within the temporal framework according to 
different variables e.g. context, guilt management strategies, guilt proneness, 
internalised values, individual characteristics, and different ways of prioritizing 
needs. The intensity of guilt is tightly related to the lifecycle of guilt. For example, F1 
describes the lifecycle of one of her guilt experiences as follows: 
 ‘/ ĨĞĞů ůŝŬĞ ĂůŵŽƐƚ ĞǆĐŝƚĞŵĞŶƚ ŬŝŶĚ ŽĨ ĚŽŵŝŶĂƚĞƐ ƚŚĞ ŐƵŝůƚ ĂĨƚĞƌ Ă ǁŚŝůĞ ? zŽƵ
know if I feel like something I wear is not produced ethically, I feel guilty 
ĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ?ďƵƚĂĨƚĞƌƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚĚĂǇ/ǁĞĂƌ ŝƚ ?/ĂůŵŽƐƚ ůŝŬĞ ŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůŝǌĞ ŝƚĂŶĚƚŚĞ
ŐƵŝůƚŬŝŶĚŽĨŐŽĞƐĂǁĂǇ ?/ƚƉƌŽďĂďůǇĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚĐŽŵƉůĞƚ ůǇŐŽĂǁĂǇ ?/ƚ ?ƐƉƌŽďĂďůǇ
ƐƚŝůůƵƉƚŚĞƌĞďƵƚŝƚ ?ƐŶŽƚĂƐŝŶƚĞŶƐĞ ? ?(F1f) 
Alternatively, in the case of M7, guilt intensity increases with the value/cost of the 
product i.e. the more expensive the unethical product, the higher the intensity: 
 ‘/Ĩ /ǁĂƐŐŽŝŶŐƚŽĨĞĞůďĂĚĂďŽƵƚƉƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƐŽƌƚŽĨƚŚŝŶŐ ? ŝƚ ?ĚďĞĂďŽƵƚ 
ƉƵƌĐŚĂƐŝŶŐ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ?ǁŚĞƌĞ / ?ŵ ƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐ ƋƵŝƚĞ Ă ƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůĞ ĂŵŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ
money on it, rather than necessarily smaller items that have still come from 
ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ?ůŝŬĞƚĞĂŽƌĐŽĨĨĞĞ ? ?(M7e) 
Some consumers experienced a short lifecycle of guilt (e.g. M10) whereas others 
ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚĂ ‘ƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚ ?ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂůƐƚĂƚĞ ?ƐĞĞ& ?ĨĂďŽǀĞ )ŝ ?Ğ ?ĂƐůŽŶŐĂƐƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝƐ
still used, the feeling of guilt does not disappear. Although overall the lifecycle of 
  
 
guilt appeared irregular, guilt seemed to last longer than positive emotions. Its time 
span stretched from minutes (in the case of the less ethical consumers) to days, 
weeks and months (in the case of self-declared ethical consumers).  
 ‘^Ž ? ǇŽƵ ŬŶŽǁ ? ŝĨ ǇŽƵ ĨĞĞů ďĂĚ ? ďƵƚ / ?ŵ ŶŽƚ ƐƵƌĞ ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌ / ?ŵ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐ ďĂĚ
because of the impact on the environment or going against my belief or 
whatever, or whether like any consumption once you had it, you know, tends 
ƚŽďĞ ?ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?ƋƵŝƚĞŝŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ?ŶŽƚƚŚĂƚďŝŐĚĞĂů ?KďǀŝŽƵƐůǇ ?ǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?
you feel a bit uneasy after I have done it, yŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?ŶŽƚǁŚĞŶ/ ?ŵĚŽŝŶŐŝƚďƵƚ
ĂĨƚĞƌ / ?ǀĞ ĚŽŶĞ ŝƚ / ĨĞĞů  ‘ǇĞĂŚ ? ŵĂǇďĞ  ?ƐŽƵŶĚƐ ƌĞŐƌĞƚĨƵů ? ?ŵĂǇďĞ ŶŽƚ ? ? ďƵƚ ŝƚ
ĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚŵĞĂŶ/ ?ŵŶŽƚŐŽŝŶŐƚŽĚŽŝƚĂŐĂŝŶ ? ? (M10c  W short) 
A salient and encouraging finding is that a strong or permanent feeling of guilt can 
act as a constraining factor for future purchases.  
 ‘,ĂǀŝŶŐ ƐĂŝĚ ƚŚĂƚ ? ƚŚĞƌĞ ĂƌĞ ƐŽŵĞ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ƚŚĂƚ / ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞ ?^Ž ƚŚĞƌĞ
are some shops for example that I almost blacklisted in my mind that I just 
ǁŽŶ ?ƚŐŽƚŽĂŶĚ/ǁŽŶ ?ƚďǇĨƌŽŵďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ŬŶŽǁƚŽŽmuch about the way they 
ƚƌĞĂƚƚŚĞŝƌǁŽƌŬĞƌƐĂŶĚƚŚŝŶŐƐůŝŬĞƚŚĂƚ ? ? (F3f)  
 ‘Ƶƚ ƚŚĞŶ ?ŽŶĞ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ ŚĂĚ ďĞĞŶ ŽŶ ? / ĂůŵŽƐƚ ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ǁĞůů ĂĐƚƵĂůůǇ
ŵĂǇďĞƚŚĂƚ ?ƐĞǆƉŽƐĞĚƚŚĞŵĂŶĚƚŚĞǇĚŝĚĐŽŵĞďĂĐŬĂŶĚƐĂǇƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ ?ĚƐŽƌƚ
of tried to stop it.  So then I ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚĨĞĞůĂƐŐƵŝůƚǇďƵƚ/ǁŝůůĂĚŵŝƚƚŚĂƚ/ĚŝĚƐŽƌƚ
ŽĨ ůŝŬĞŶŽƚ ƌĞĂůůǇŐŽ ŝŶ ĨŽƌĂĐŽƵƉůĞŽĨǁĞĞŬƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ / ƚŚŽƵŐŚƚ ƚŚĂƚ ?Ɛ ƌĞĂůůǇ
ďĂĚ ?ŶĚŵǇŵƵŵƐŽƌƚŽĨƐĂŝĚ ‘ŵŵĂ ?ǇŽƵƌĞĂůůǇ ?/ ?ŵŐŽŝŶŐƚŽĨŽƌĐĞǇŽƵƚŽ
ǁĂƚĐŚŝƚ ? ? ?(F10e) 
However, it should be noted that such an impact is often contextual as factors such 
ĂƐ ƚŚĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ ĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐƚŝĐƐ Žƌ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ĨĞĂƚƵƌĞƐ ĐĂŶ ĞůŽŶŐĂƚĞ Žƌ ƐŚŽƌƚĞŶ ƚŚĞ






 Regret and guilt management strategies  
The present study identified specific strategies that individuals employ in order to 
manage guilt and regret, as the most salient negative emotions that accompanied 
dissonant behaviour. The techniques reported by consumers in the case of regret 
management included methods such as ignorance, justifications (e.g. limited ability 
to react in hindsight; convenience) and promises for improved future behaviour: 
 ‘zĞĂŚ ? ŝƚ ?Ɛ ũƵƐƚĐŽŶǀĞŶŝĞŶƚ ? /ƚ ?ƐĂŚŽƌƌŝďůĞƚŚŝŶŐ ?ŝƐŶ ?ƚ ŝƚ ? ? ? ?^Ž ŝƚ ?Ɛ ũƵƐƚĂ ?ŝƚ ?ƐĂ
ƌƵůĞŽĨƚŚƵŵď ?ŝƚ ?ƐůŝŬĞĂƐŚŽƌƚĐƵƚ ?ŝƚ ?ƐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐǇŽƵĐĂŶĚŽǁŝƚŚŽƵƚ ? ? (F2b) 
 ‘Ƶƚ/ ?ĚƚƌǇƚŽƚŚŝŶŬŽŬĂǇ ?ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌŶĞǆƚƚŝŵĞŝĨǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŝŶƚŚĂƚƋƵĂŶĚĂƌǇ ?ũƵƐƚ
ƉƵƚŝƚďĂĐŬĂŶĚĚŽŶ ?ƚďŽƚŚĞƌǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨǁŝƚŚŝƚŬŝŶĚŽĨƚŚŝŶŐ ? ? (F18b) 
As mentioned before, guilt was not consistently experienced by consumers. A 
potential explanation for this can be the use of guilt management strategies as a 
defensive mechanism to protect psychological wellbeing. These guilt management 
strategies seemed to interfere in the decision making processes that could have led 
to an ethical choice. These findings are particularly interesting because not only do 
they give an insight into the decision making process but also help understand 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ůĂĐŬ ŽĨ ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŽ ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŝ ?Ğ ? ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ƚŽ ĨĞĂƌ ?
guilt, shame in the case of some social marketing appeals (see Brennan and Binney, 
2010). Some guilt management strategies recounted here share similarities with the 
emotion regulation strategies, coping mechanisms and other previous studies, as 
detailed in the verbatim extracts below. 
 ‘/ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂĐŽƵƉůĞŽĨƚŚŝŶŐƐũƵƐƚĚŽǁŶƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂŶŽůĚĨŽƵƌ-track recorder 
ĂŶĚ ŵŽďŝůĞ ƉŚŽŶĞ ĂŶĚ / ŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚ ƚŚƌŽǁŶ ƚŚĞŵ ĂǁĂǇ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ŶŽƚ
ďƌŽŬĞŶ ? ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞ ũƵƐƚ ŽůĚ ?  ŶĚ / ?Ě ƌĞĂůůǇ ůŝŬĞ ƚŽ ƐĞĞ ƚŚĞŵ ďĞŝŶŐ ƌĞƵƐĞĚ ?  ^Ž /
suppose some of my guilt is mitigated by the fact that I like to pass things on 
to people wherever I possibly can and I use Freecycle you know, you can put 
ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞƌĞ ? ? (M2a)  W amendment and commitment (Dahl et al., 2003); 
reparative behaviour (Silfver, 2007) 
  
 
 ‘zĞĂŚ ?/ƚŚŝŶŬůŝŬĞĂŶǇďŽĚǇ ?/ ?ǀĞŚĂĚƚŚĞŽĚĚĚĂǇǁŚĞŶǇŽƵŬŶŽǁ ?ƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐƐŽŵĞ
horrible baked beans tin and you really just cannot be bothered to wash it all 
ŽƵƚĂŶĚ /ŚĂǀĞƉƵƚ ŝƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞďŝŶ ? /ĚŽ ĨĞĞůďĂĚ ŝĨ/ĚŽ ƚŚĂƚ ? Ƶƚ /ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶ
known to do it, yeah, definitely, definitely, becausĞ / ?ŵŚƵŵĂŶ  ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ? ? / ?ŵ
ŶŽƚ ƉĞƌĨĞĐƚ ? ? (F20a)  W acknowledgement and rationalization (Dahl et al., 
2003); cognitive change (Gross and Thompson, 2007) 
 ‘/ŐƵĞƐƐůŝŬĞĂůŽƚŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞ ?/ũƵƐƚƚƌǇŶŽƚƚŽƚŚŝŶŬĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ? ?/ŐƵĞƐƐŝŶ
that respect, I switch into the mode that I imagine a lot of people to be in all 
ƚŚĞ ƚŝŵĞ ? / ũƵƐƚ ĚŽŶ ?ƚ ƚŚŝŶŬ ĂďŽƵƚ ƚŚŝŶŐƐ ƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐ ? ? (M3a) W denial and 
denigration (Dahl et al., 2003); emotion-focus coping (Lazarus, 1991) 
However, the present research disclosed specific ways of managing guilt in ethical 
consumption: a) outcome/expediency oriented actions, b) introspection, c) 
diminishing net impacts, and d) the use of positive emotions.  
a) In the case of outcome/expediency oriented actions consumers described 
undertaking purchases with a noticeable gain. Guilt was managed by 
ĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐŝŶŐŽŶĞ ?ƐƉƌŽŶĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŶĞĞĚƚŽĂĐĐƵŵƵůĂƚĞƐŽŵĞƐŽƌƚŽĨ ƌĞƚƵƌŶƐ ?
whether financial, emotional or social.  
Examples of consumption situations when consumers employ this technique include: 
flying which satisfies the need to visit family and friends (F1); spending a limited 
amount of money on unethically produced clothes (F4); continuing to wear the 
purchased products to justify investment (F4); considering clothes as a means to an 
end (F5); doing car boots as an alternative to bin disposal (F6); emphasising the 
necessity of an unethical purchase (M7); claiming that fixing gadgets is a non-
profitable choice as compared to bin disposal (M9). 
 ‘dŽďĞŚŽŶĞƐƚ ?/ŵŝŐŚƚĨĞĞůĂůŝƚƚůĞďŝƚŐƵŝůƚǇĂƚƚŚĞƚŝŵĞďƵƚďǇ the time I was 
wearing the clothes I probably would forget about it cause I tend to forget 
ǁŚĂƚ ?Ɛ ĨƌŽŵ ǁŚĞƌĞ ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞŶ ũƵƐƚ ƉƵůů ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ŽƵƚĂƐ ĐůŽƚŚĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ
ŵŽƌŶŝŶŐƐƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐĂůŽƚŽĨƚŝŵĞƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ? ? (F5a)  
  
 
 ‘/ǀĞƌǇƌĂƌĞůǇƉƵƚƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ŝŶƚŚĞďŝŶƚŚĂƚ ?ƐĂŐĂĚŐĞƚƵŶůĞƐƐ ŝƚ ?ƐĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇ
destroyed and broken.  And even then I feel guilty because I think oh it could 
ďĞĨŝǆĞĚďƵƚƚŚĞŶŝƚ ?ƐŶŽƚǁŽƌƚŚƚŚĞĐŽƐƚŽĨĨŝǆŝŶŐŝƚĂůŽƚŽĨƚŚĞƚŝŵĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞ
ŝƚ ?ƐĂƚŚƌŽǁĂǁĂǇŬŝŶĚŽĨƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ? ?(M9e) 
  ‘ ? / ĨĞĞůŚƵŐĞĂŵŽƵŶƚŽĨŐƵŝůƚĞǀĞƌǇ ƚŝŵĞ / ƚĂŬĞĂƉůĂŶĞ ďƵƚ / ũƵƐƚĐĂŶ ?ƚŐĞƚ
over it; I just take it. 
And why do you keep on doing it then? 
Exactly, because pretty much everyone I know or is close to me lives out of the 
UK. So I thought about it. The choices are to either move out of the UK or keep 
ŐŽŝŶŐďĂĐŬĂŶĚ ĨŽƌƚŚĂŶĚ ůŝǀĞ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚŝƐ ŐƵŝůƚ ?^Ž / ?ĚƉƌŽďĂďůǇ ƚĂŬĞ ƚŚĞ ŽƚŚĞƌ
ŽƉƚŝŽŶ ? ? (F1g) 
b) Introspection was also used by those consumers who were inclined towards 
reflecting on their emotional state in order to achieve emotional balance.  
 ‘/ŐƵĞƐƐŝĨ/ƚŚŝŶŬĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ?ƚŚĞŶ/ĨĞĞůŐƵŝůƚǇĂďŽƵƚŝƚ ? 
And did you try to escape the feeling of guilt in any way? 
/ũƵƐƚƌĞĨůĞĐƚĞĚŽŶŝƚĂŶĚŵǇĂĐƚŝŽŶƐ ?dŚĞŶ ?ũƵƐƚĂĐĞƉƚŝƚ ? ? (F8c) 
c) Some attempted to diminish net impacts by giving greater attention to the 
least harmful aspect of their choice. For each option consumers managed 
guilt either by minimising the negative impacts or by maximising the positive 
ones. 
In the case of this strategy, the environmental-friendly features of the products are 
likely to be self-reminded or highlighted to others (F2); small wages are more 
desirable than unemployment (F10); reduced selling price also means reduced profit 
for the unethical company (F10); individual purchases in small quantities have 
limited harmful consequences (F11); small contributions in others areas of 
consumption can compensate for some negative impacts (F10); boycotting is due to 
worsen conditions for developing countries (F9); product disposal is a necessity and a 
  
 
harmless activity (F13); the physical consumption of a product can erase its value 
and impact (see M10c on page 125).  
  ‘tĞďŽƵŐŚƚĂĐĂƌƉĞƚĨŽƌŽƵƌŚŽƵƐĞĂǁŚŝůĞĂŐŽĂŶĚĐĂƌƉĞƚƐĂƌĞƌĞŶŽǁŶĞĚĨŽƌ
ďĞŝŶŐ ƚŽǆŝĐ ĂŶĚ ŚĂǀŝŶŐ ůŽƚƐ ŽĨ ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽŶ ?ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? ƉŽůůution 
implications from its production and actually I have no idea where that carpet 
was manufactured or anything. So I guess thinking about it you feel a little bit 
guilty about that. But on the plus side, the under layer of the carpet was made 
of recycleĚƌƵďďĞƌĂŶĚƚŚĂƚŵĂĚĞŵĞĨĞĞůŐŽŽĚ ? ?(F2c) 
d) The use of positive emotions represented another technique for 
counteracting guilt. In this case consumers used hedonic feelings (M7) or 
generic positive emotions generated by imagined positive consequences to 
override guilt (F9). Positive emotions can be induced by the environmental-
friendly product features (F2), by imagining positive scenarios and a naïve 
ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐ ? ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞƐ  ?& ? ? & ? ? ) ? ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ
compensatory ethical actions such as charity-giving (F9), or by indulging in 
favourite food (M9, F19). 
 ‘ŶĚ/ĞĂƚŝƚĂŶĚ/ƚŚŝŶŬ/ĨĞĞůŐŽŽĚďĞĐĂƵƐĞ/ ?ŵĞĂƚŝŶŐƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ/ĞŶũŽǇĂŶĚ/
ũƵƐƚ ƐŽƌƚŽĨƉƵƐŚ ƚŚĞ ŐƵŝůƚĂǁĂǇ  ?ůĂƵŐŚƐ ? ĂŶĚ ĨŽƌŐĞƚĂďŽƵƚ ŝƚ ?  /ƚ ?ƐŶŽƚ ůŝŬĞ Ă
ŚŽƌƌŝďůĞ ǁƌĞŶĐŚŝŶŐ ŐƵŝůƚ ůŝŬĞ / ?ǀĞ ŬŝůůĞĚ ƐŽŵĞŽŶĞ Žƌ ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ? ŝƚ ?Ɛ ũƵƐƚ ƚŚŝƐ
ůŝƚƚůĞƐƵďƚůĞ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐŽĨŐƵŝůƚ ƚŚĂƚ /ŬŝŶĚŽĨŚĂǀĞƚŚĞƌĞ ? dŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂŬŝŶĚŽĨ ĨƵǌǌǇ
ĐůŽƵĚƚŚĂƚ/ŬŝŶĚŽĨƐŽƌƚŽĨũƵƐƚƉƵƐŚƚŽŽŶĞƐŝĚĞĂŶĚŵĂŬĞŝƚŐŽĂǁĂǇ ? ? (M9h) 
 ‘ ?ŵĂǇďĞƚŚŝƐĐŽŵƉĂŶǇŚĂƐĂĐƚƵĂůůǇƐŽƵƌĐĞĚƚŚĞŝƚems in an ethical way, even 
ŝĨƚŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌĞŶ ?ƚƉĂŝĚĂƐǁĞůů ?ŵĂǇďĞƚŚĞŝƌĐŽŶĚŝƚŝŽŶƐŵŝŐŚƚďĞďĞƚƚĞƌƚŚĂŶ
other factories and maybe they might be subsiding them for education or 
putting some money in towards getting like water into their villages or other 






The findings presented above enabled the development of a theoretical framework 
 ?ƐĞĞ&ŝŐƵƌĞ ? ? ? )ƚŚĂƚƐŚŽǁƐƚŚĞƌŽůĞŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐŝŶĐŽ ƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞ
context of ethical consumption. The development of the framework was initiated in 
the latter stages of the data analysis and finalised when the analysis was completed. 
It integrates the key findings that were derived using the coding procedures for 
grounded theory and, in addition to summarising the results, its other main purpose 
was to help develop the next stage of the research presented in this thesis i.e. the 
experimental research. 
The framework shows that once a consumption or disposal need occurs two types of 
processes can arise  W cognitive and affective, the latter being represented by the 
manifestation of positive or negative emotions in an anticipatory form. These 
processes lead to a judgement which subsequently informs an ethical 
choice/unethical choice. If the individual has decided to make an unethical choice 
and this is considered to not to be in conflict with existing emotions and cognition, 
then no cognitive dissonance arouses and the choice is seen as the optimal choice, as 
regarded by consumers. AlteƌŶĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ? ŝĨ ƚŚĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ
reveals a conflict then cognitive dissonance will arise as a result of dissonant 
behaviour. Cognitive dissonance is usually accompanied by negative emotions in a 
post-decision form (e.g. guilt and regret) and the consumer can employ management 
strategies either to reduce or eliminate the negative feelings. If the negative 
emotions do not completely disappear, as a result of using such strategies, then they 
are likely to influence future judgements in the form of anticipatory emotions i.e. the 
decision making process has a cyclical nature. If the negative emotions disappear 





 Alternatively, if the individual has decided to make an ethical choice then he/she is 
likely to experience positive post-decision emotions which will reinforce the idea of 
ŵĂŬŝŶŐƚŚĞ  ‘ƌŝŐŚƚĐŚŽŝĐĞ ?ĂŶĚǁŝůůĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞƐŝŵŝůĂƌĞƚŚŝĐĂůĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ŝŶƚŚĞ ĨƵƚƵƌe. 
The framework also shows that over a certain period of time the individuals can 
engage in a type of compensatory process that is meant to balance the ethical and 
unethical choices. 
As shown in the framework, the findings of the qualitative study offered evidence for 
ƚŚĞƌŽůĞƉůĂǇĞĚďǇĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ^Ɛ ?ŝŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽďŽƚŚ
ethical and unethical choice within the context of ethical consumption. Based on this 
evidence the next step was to select the two salient SCEs with opposite valence (i.e. 
guilt and pride) and test the extent to which these emotions are efficient when 
employed in marketing communications directed at generating ethical intentions 
and behaviour among consumers (see Chapter 5). The qualitative findings also 
indicated that the source of elicitation for positive or negative SCEs can lie within 
different stages of consumption i.e. purchase, consumption and disposal and the 
above framework is representative for each of these cases. This has also meant that 
each of these stages could be used as a context in conjunction with the salient 
emotions in the experimental stage. However, the final choice would be subject to 
pre-testing (see Chapter 5).  
The compensatory process and management strategies depicted in the framework 
can be further discussed in relation to Emotional Information Management concept 
(see Section 2.5). Overall, the qualitative results also identified that consumers: a) 
can recognize and describe their emotions; b) employ optimistic utilisation of 
emotions (i.e. use of positive emotions in a compensatory process meant to offset 
negative emotions), c) try to manage their negative emotions (e.g. the guilt and 
regret management strategies); d) show empathy towards the environment, people 
and animals. The findings offer support for the inclusion of the Emotional 





4.7 Hypotheses for the experimental study  
The review of the psychology literature on SCEs highlighted that guilt, shame and 
pride can have a strong motivational role. Guilt and shame influence decisions in 
situations which involve some notion of morality/ethics while pride is more likely to 
encourage behaviour when the situation entails some notion of achievement. 
Although the potential role of SCEs is documented in the psychology literature, the 
consumer behaviour literature indicates that while primary emotions have been 
closely investigated, limited attention has been paid to SCEs. While guilt and shame 
have been shown to impact on pro-social behaviour (e.g. charity donations, 
volunteering, drink and driving) and attitudes towards adverts, research into 
negative SCEs in the context of ethical consumption is very limited.  
Within the area of ethical consumption, previous research has looked at a series of 
issues (e.g. profile of ethical consumers, motivations for ethical consumption, 
rational modelling of decision making) and relied mainly on cognitive variables to 
ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚ Žƌ ŝŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞnce to ethical consumption. Extant 
studies have neither identified a discrete impact of these emotions on actual ethical 
behaviour (e.g. they used a general index for negative emotions; Carrus, Passafaro 
and Bonnes, 2008) nor have they detected a causal relationship between emotions 
and actual behaviour.  Furthermore, the literature review did not identify any studies 
that examine the influence guilt employed in video advertising in relation to ethical 
consumption. 
Research about pride in consumption is further limited and located around the 
concepts of promotion and prevention, product desirability and shopping 
satisfaction. Social marketing communications have focused primordially on negative 
emotions which were shown not always to be the most efficient way to encourage 
consumers to engage in certain behaviours (e.g. pro-social behaviour; see Bennett, 
1998). 
In addition, the literature review also suggested that some dimensions of the EIM 
construct (recognition of emotions, management of negative emotions, utilisation of 
positive emotions and empathy; Taute et al., 2010) could act as a moderator for 
  
 
influence of SCEs on intentions and/or behaviour. This recently developed concept 
has not been examined in decision making involving SCEs, in generic consumption or 
ethical consumption. 
The qualitative study conducted as the first stage of this research has suggested that 
emotions, SCEs in particular, play a key part in decision making within the ethical 
consumption context and that some EIM dimensions (i.e. management of negative 
emotions and utilisation of positive emotions) are relevant for further investigation. 
While these findings were able to bridge some of the aforementioned gaps identified 
in the literature, no conclusions could be drawn about the effectiveness of marketing 
communications employing pride and guilt, as the most salient emotions associated 
ǁŝƚŚ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ŝŶ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ? ĂƐ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚ ďǇ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
intentions and actual behaviour. As a result, the next stage of this research aims to 
investigate in an experimental study the impact that advertising inducing pride and 
ŐƵŝůƚ ŚĂǀĞ ŽŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐƚƵĂů ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌ ǁŝƚŚ ƚŚĞ
potential moderating effects of the EIM dimensions. Accordingly, the final objectives 
of this research project are: 
RO4: To examine and compare the effect of adverts inducing pride and guilt 
ŽŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐƚƵĂů ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ  ?ŝ ?Ğ ?
expressed as product choice).  
RO5: To examine the moderating role of the emotional information 
management concept (EIM) in relation to the links SCEs  W intentions and SCEs 
 W behaviour. 
The theoretical and empirical support offered by the literature and the qualitative 
study lead to the development of several hypotheses
37
 which are summarised in 
Figure 4.3 and Table 4.1.  
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 Given the limited research on the EIM concept and its relationship with the other variables included 





Figure 4.3 Proposed links between variables 
 
Table 4.1 Hypothesis for the experimental study 




H1 'ƵŝůƚǁŝůůƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? 
recycling intentions. 
Literature review  Qualitative study 
H2 WƌŝĚĞ ǁŝůů ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
recycling intentions. 
Qualitative study  Literature review 
H3 Intentions predict behaviour (i.e. ethical 
product choice). 
Literature review  Qualitative study 
H4 'ƵŝůƚǁŝůůƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
behaviour. 
Literature review  Qualitative study 
H5 WƌŝĚĞǁŝůůƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
behaviour. 
Qualitative study  Literature review 
H6 The EIM dimensions will moderate the 
influence of guilt on recycling intentions. 
Literature review  Qualitative study 
(only for some 
dimensions) 
H7 The EIM dimensions will moderate the 
influence of pride on recycling intentions. 
Literature review  Qualitative study 
(only for some 
dimensions) 
H8 The EIM dimensions will moderate the 
influence of guilt on behaviour. 
Literature review  Qualitative study 
(only for some 
dimensions) 
H9 The EIM dimensions will moderate the 









Chapter 5   Experimental Findings on the Influence of Pride 




  5.1 Introduction  
This chapter presents the results of the experimental study conducted to meet the 
ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ZK ?  ? ‘dŽ ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞ ĂŶĚ ĐŽŵƉĂƌĞ ƚŚĞ ĞĨĨĐƚ ŽĨ ĂĚǀĞƌƚƐ ŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐ
ƉƌŝĚĞĂŶĚŐƵŝůƚŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚĂĐƚƵĂůĞƚŚŝĐĂůďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŝ ?Ğ ?
ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ ĂƐ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ? ) ĂŶĚ ZK ?  ? ‘dŽ ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞ ƚŚĞŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŝŶŐ ƌŽůĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
emotional information management concept in relation to the links SCEs  W intentions 
and SCEs  W ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? ) ?/ŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌ ?ƚŚŝƐĐŚĂƉƚĞƌƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐƚŚĞĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐŽĨĂƐĞƌŝĞƐŽĨ
tests that were undertaken to examine a series of relationships between the 
variables of interests: emotions, emotional information management, intentions and 
actual behaviour, measured through product choice. Hypotheses about the assumed 
types of links between the variables were presented in Section 4.7 in Chapter 4 and 
were developed based on the literature review (Chapter 2) and the findings of the 
qualitative study (Chapter 4). In summary, the hypotheses were developed to test if: 
Ă ) ƉƌŝĚĞ ĂŶĚ ŐƵŝůƚ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ  ?, ? ? , ? ) ? ď )
recycling intentions predict ethical behaviour (i.e. choice of a product with recyclable 
packaging versus product with non-recyclable packaging) (H3); c) pride and guilt 
ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?, ? ?, ? ) ?Ě )/DĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞƚŚĞ
influence of pride and guilt on recycling intentions (H6, H7); e) EIM dimensions 
moderate the influence of pride and guilt on behaviour (H8, H9). 
This chapter starts by presenting the procedures and results for data screening and 
statistical assumptions (Section 5.2). This is followed by descriptive statistics and 
manipulation checks (Section 5.3), and by a section that discusses the implications of 
  
 
ƚŚĞĐŽĚŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞĚƵƌĞĨŽƌƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?^ĞĐƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞŶĞǆƚƚǁŽƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ
present the results of the tests which examined the relationships between the 
variables: emotions, intentions and behaviour, and those for the relationships 
emotions-behaviour with EIM dimensions as moderators (Sections 5.5, 5.6 and 5.7). 
The chapter concludes with a summary of the findings (Sections 5.8) 
 
5.2 Data screening and testing of statistical assumptions 
Before the data was analysed, data screening and assumption checks were made 
using the software SPSS 16.0
38
. These steps were taken because both measures are 
essential in selecting the tests and interpreting the results. The hypotheses testing 
plan presumed the use of linear regressions in the case of H1, H2, H6, H7 and logistic 
regressions for H3, H4, H5, H8, H9. The preliminary tests showed that missing data 
and outliers were unlikely to represent an issue in the interpretation of the results 
and that the main assumptions for linear and logistic regressions were met (see 
Appendix 5.1). The data was also checked for common method bias (see Appendix 
5.2 for further details) and it was concluded that it did not represent a major issue. 
 
5.3 Descriptive statistics and manipulation checks 
  5.3.1 Respondents profile  
dŚĞ ƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ? ĂŐĞ ƌĂŶŐĞĚ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ  ? ? ĂŶĚ  ? ? ǁŝƚŚ ĂŶ ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ŽĨ  ? ? ? ? ǇĞĂƌƐ  ?ƐĞĞ
Table 5.1). The majority (93%) of the sample was comprised of undergraduate 
students (84 out of 90) who were spread across the three experimental groups 
(Table 5.3). The sample had equal representation of males (45 students) and females 
(45 students) and was balanced across the groups (Table 5.2). Most of the students 
live in shared accommodation (65), followed by student halls (24) and only one 
student reported living on her own (Table 5.4). 
 
                                                          
38
 The same software was used for carrying out the entire data analysis of the experimental study. 
  
 
dĂďůĞ ? ? ?ZĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ?ƉƌŽĨŝůĞďǇĂŐĞĂŶĚƚǇƉĞŽĨĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚŝŽŶ 
 
N Minimum Maximum Mean 
What is your age?  
90 18 31 20 
How many people do you share 
with? 
90 0 8 3 
 
Table 5.2 Distribution of subjects by gender across treatment groups 
  Male Female  Total  
Group control 15 15 30 
guilt 18 12 30 
pride 12 18 30 
Total 45 45 90 
 
Table 5.3 Distribution of subjects by level of education 
  Undergraduate Postgraduate Total 
Group control 25 3 30 
guilt 30 1 30 
pride 29 2 30 
Total 84 6 90 
 
Table 5.4 Distribution of subjects by type of accommodation 
  Student 
halls 





Group control 10 0 20 30 
guilt 6 0 24 30 
pride 8 1 21 30 




5.3.2 Group equivalence  
Group equivalence was confirmed through the results of a series of ANOVA tests and 
corresponding post-hoc tests (Tukey, Scheffe and Bonferroni). They established that 
the groups were equivalent in terms of the independent variables measured before 
the exposure to the emotional stimuli (i.e. the EIM dimensions and current recycling 
behaviour) (see Appendix 5.3). 
 
  5.3.3 Manipulation checks and preliminary findings across groups  
Before engaging in the data analysis required for testing the hypotheses, a series of 
manipulation checks and general tests were carried out as presented below (see 
Appendix 5.4 for detailed information).  
A one-way ANOVA (Table 5.5) showed that there are significant difference between 
the groups in terms of the guilt index and pride index (from now on simply referred 
ƚŽ ĂƐ  ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ? ) ? dŚĞ ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ ƐŚŽǁĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ƐƵďũĞĐƚ  ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝĚĞ ŐƌŽƵƉ
experienced the highest level of pride (M= 2.90) compared to the control group (M= 
 ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚŐƵŝůƚŐƌŽƵƉ ?DA? ? ? ? ? ) ?ůƚŚŽƵŐŚ>ĞǀĞŶĞ ?ƐƚĞƐƚǁĂƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŶĚƚŚƵƐƚŚĞ
ŚŽŵŽŐĞŶĞŝƚǇĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶǁĂƐǀŝŽůĂƚĞĚ ?ƚŚĞtĞůĐŚ ?ƐƌŽďƵƐƚƚĞƐƚŽĨĞƋƵĂůŝƚǇŽĨŵĞĂŶƐ
redeemed the test significant (F= 89.84, p<.000)
39
. Alternatively, the guilt group 
reported the highest level of guilt (M= 3.15) as compared to the control group (M= 
 ? ? ? ? ) ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝĚĞ ŐƌŽƵƉ  ?DA?  ? ? ? ? ) ? tĞůĐŚ ?Ɛ ƚĞƐƚ ƐŚŽǁĞĚ Ă ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶĐĞ
between the three groups (F= 23.77, p< .000). The significant differences between 
the groups on the basis of emotional stimuli was also confirmed by a series of post-
hoc tests i.e. Tukey, Scheffe and Bonferroni. The tests showed that all the groups 
were different significantly from each other (see Appendix 5.4)  
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 ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ &ŝĞůĚ  ? ? ? ? ? ) tĞůĐŚ ?Ɛ ƌŽďƵƐƚ ƚĞƐƚ ƐŚŽƵůĚ ďĞ ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ ǁŚen the assumption for 
homogeneity of an ANOVA test is violated. 
  
 
Table 5.5 ANOVA test for differences in guilt and pride between groups (N=90) 
 Treatment 
group 
M SD Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 

















.000 Guilt  3.15 .78 















.000 Guilt  1.92 .57 
Pride  2.90 .98 
 
The results indicated that the groups which received treatment experienced medium 
levels of pride and guilt respectively (i.e. 5-point Likert where 3 = somewhat). This 
demonstrates that the two conditions are comparable. Moreover, the literature on 
guilt appeals has demonstrated that, in order to motivate behaviour, moderate 
levels of guilt are desirable instead on high ones (e.g. Coulter and Pinto, 1995). 
Overall, these findings proved that the emotional treatment was successful and the 
differences between groups were significant. The mean plots are presented below in 
Figure 5.1. 
 





Other emotions  
Table 5.6 shows the ratings of all other emotions in the all the experimental groups. 
/Ŷ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŝĚĞ ŐƌŽƵƉ  ‘ŚĂƉƉǇ ?  ?DA?  ? ? ? ? ) ĂŶĚ  ‘ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ ?  ?DA?  ? ? ? ? ) ǁĞƌĞ ƚŚĞ ŚŝŐŚĞƐƚ
rated emotions, while  ‘ƐŚǇ ? ?DA? ? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ ‘ƐĐĂƌĞĚ ? ?DA? ? ? ? ? )ǁĞƌĞƚŚĞůŽǁĞƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ
emotions. This indicates that the pride-ŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐ ĂĚǀĞƌƚ ĐĂƵŐŚƚ ƚŚĞ ƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ?
attention and generated mainly positive emotions i.e. negative emotions scored very 
low. In the guilt group, the secoŶĚŚŝŐŚĞƐƚƌĂƚĞĚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶǁĂƐ ‘ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚ ? ?DA? ? ? ? ? )
which highlights the fact that the guilt-ŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐ ĂĚǀĞƌƚ ŵĂŶĂŐĞĚ ƚŽ  ‘ŚŽŽŬ ? ƚŚĞ
ǀŝĞǁĞƌƐ ? dŚĞ ůŽǁĞƐƚ ƌĂƚĞĚ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŐƵŝůƚ ŐƌŽƵƉ ǁĞƌĞ  ‘ƐŚǇ ?  ?DA?  ? ? ? ? ) ĂŶĚ
 ‘ĐŽŶĚĞƐĐĞŶĚŝŶŐ ?  ?DA?  ? ? ? ? ) ? dŚĞ ƌĞůĂǆĂƚŝŽŶ ǀŝĚĞo presented to the control group 
instilled positive affect as the subjects reported medium levels of happiness (M= 
3.26) and below average level of interest (M= 2.66). The scores for all other 
emotions were very low in the control group.  
Table 5.6 Mean ratings for other emotions in the experimental groups 
Group S E AS SC H SA A SU D I C 
Control  1.33 1.16 1.10 1.06 3.26 1.33 1.13 2.03 1.06 2.66 1.16 
Guilt  1.63 2.33 2.76 2.83 2.13 2.60 2.90 2.00 2.73 3.23 1.70 
Pride  1.36 2.10 2.30 1.73 2.90 2.06 2.16 2.03 1.76 3.46 1.80 
Total  1.44 1.86 2.05 1.87 2.76 2.00 2.06 2.02 1.85 3.12 1.55 
S= shy; E= embarrassment; AS= ashamed; SC= scared; H= happy; SA= sad; A= angry; SU= surprised; D= 
disgusted; I= interested; C= condescending 
 
Correlation between pride, guilt and other emotions 
The findings also showed medium and high levels of correlation between guilt and 
ŽƚŚĞƌ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ  ?dĂďůĞ  ? ? ? ) ? 'Ƶŝůƚ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇ ĐŽƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ  ‘ƐŚǇ ?  ?ƌA?  ? ? ? ) ?
 ‘ĞŵďĂƌƌĂƐƐĞĚ ? ?ƌA? ? ? ? ) ? ‘ĂƐŚĂŵĞĚ ? ?ƌA? ? ? ? ) ? ‘ƐĐĂƌĞĚ ? ?ƌA ?  ? ) ? ‘ƐĂĚ ? ?ƌA?  ? ) ? ‘ĂŶŐƌǇ ? ?ƌ
A? ? ? ? ) ? ‘ƐƵƌƉƌŝƐĞĚ ? ?ƌA? ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ ‘ĚŝƐŐƵƐƚĞĚ ? ?ƌA? ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞŽŶůǇĞŵŽƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚǁŚŝĐŚŐƵŝůƚ
  
 
ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇĐŽƌƌĞůĂƚĞĚǁĂƐ ‘ŚĂƉƉǇ ? ?ƌA?-.48). The results are aligned with the findings 
of previous studies. They confirm the high correlation (i.e. strong link) between guilt 
and other negative SCEs (see Tangney et al., 1996).  
 
Table 5.7 Correlations of all measured emotions in the guilt group 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
Guilt (1)  W            
Shy (2) .37*  W           
Embarrassed (3) 
.68** .36* 
          
Ashamed (4) 
.83** .28 .77**  W         
Scared (5) 




.02 -.14 -.33 -.38*  W       
Sad (7) 
.70** .41* .70** .75** .52** -.28  W      
Angry (8) 
.49** -.10 .63** .61** .61** -.08 .38*  W     
Surprised (9) 
.40* .70** .25 .43* .28 -.17 .34 .07  W    
Disgusted (10) 
.37* -.07 .49** .67** .51** -.07 .46** .64** .25  W   
Interested (11) 
.15 -.14 .39* .40* .48** .04 .27 .64** .03 .52**  W  
Condescending 
(12) 
.22 .27 .33 .29 .01 .46** .16 .29 .12 .35 .16  W 
**p< 0.01 level (2-tailed); * p<. (2-tailed);   N.B. Index of guilt is reported above.   
 
Table 5.8 shows that there is a medium level of correlation between pride and 
 ‘ŚĂƉƉǇ ? ?ƌA? ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞĐŽƌƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶƉƌŝĚĞĂŶĚ ‘ĐŽŶĚĞƐĐĞŶĚŝŶŐ ? ?ƌA? ? ? ? )ǁĂƐĂůƐŽ
expected because according to the literature (Tracy and Robins, 2007) they 







Table 5.8 Correlations of all measured emotions in the pride group 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 
Pride(1)  W            




          
Ashamed (4) 
.03 .28 .77**  W         
Scared (5) 
-.01 .18 .66** -.01  W        
Happy (6) 
.45* .02 -.14 .45* .02  W       
Sad (7) 
-.08 .41* .70** -.08 .41* .70**  W      
Angry (8) 
.34 -.10 .63** .34 -.10 .63** .34  W     
Surprised (9) 
-.09 .70** .25 -.09 .70** .25 -.09 .70**  W    
Disgusted (10) 
.27 -.07 .49** .27 -.07 .49** .27 -.07 .49**  W   
Interested (11) 
.23 -.14 .39* .23 -.14 .39* .23 -.14 .39* .23  W  
Condescending 
(12) 
.53** .27 .33 .53** .27 .33 .53** .27 .33 .53** .27  W 




ŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ǁĞƌĞ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚ ƵƐŝŶŐ Ă ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ŝŶĚĞǆ ĂŶĚ Ă ŐĞŶĞƌĂů
environmental impact index as provided by the chosen measurements (Table 5.9).  A 
one-way ANOVA was conducted to identify potential differences in terms of future 
intentions among the three groups (see Appendix 5.4). Though the homogeneity 
ĂƐƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶǁĂƐŵĞƚ ?ƉAN ? ? ?ĨŽƌ>ĞǀĞŶĞ ?ƐƚĞƐƚ )ƚŚĞĚŝĨĨĞƌ ŶĐĞƐŝŶƚŚĞŵĞĂŶƐĐŽƌĞƐĨŽƌ
recycling for the three groups were insignificant (F (2, 87) = 1.31, p>.05). The ANOVA 
test conducted to assess the differences between the groups related intentions 
  
 
about the environmental impact also revealed these differences were insignificant (F 
(2, 87) = 1.26, p>.05). 
 
Table 5.9 ANOVA between groups for the recycling intentions index and 
environmental impact index 
 Treatment group M SD F Sig. 
 
Recycling intentions  
Control 5.68 5.68  
1.31 
 
.273 Guilt 5.97 5.97 
Pride 6.13 6.13 
 
Environmental impact 
Control 5.93 5.93  
1.26 
 
.287 Guilt 5.08 5.08 
Pride 4.60 4.60 
 
The lack of difference can be explained by the social desirability bias which often 
impacts on intention scales and questionnaires. The literature acknowledges the 
reliability issues of this instrument and on intentions measurements (see discussion 




Behaviour   
dŚĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?ǁĂƐŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉƌŽĚƵĐƚĐŚŽŝĐĞŝ ?Ğ ?ĂĐŚŽŝĐĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶ
two types of chocolate. A crosstabulation table for emotional stimulus and the 
chosen chocolate pointed out that the product with recyclable packaging was chosen 
more often in the guilt group (83.3%) than in the pride group (73.3%) and the control 
group (50%) (see Table 5.10) The chi-square test also indicated that the assumption 
of cell count was not violated and that there appeared to be an association between 
the type of emotional treatment the students received and the chosen chocolate 
  
 
(X2(2, 90) = 8.19, p<.05). However, these findings display certain limitations since the 
test could not identify where the exact differences lie. Additionally, the results are 
limited by the ĨĂĐƚ ƚŚĂƚƉĂƌƚŝĐŝƉĂŶƚƐ ? ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ŵŝŐŚƚŚĂǀĞ ďĞĞŶĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚ ďǇ ŽƚŚĞƌ
product attributes rather than the recyclable feature of the packaging. This is why 
the findings for the product choice must be corroborated with the results about the 
reasons given by students. 
Table 5.10 Crosstabulation table for emotional stimulus and the chosen chocolate 
  Chocolate with 
recyclable packaging 
Chocolate with non-
recyclable packaging Total 
  n % n % n % 
Group  control 15  50.0 15  50.0 30  100.0 
guilt 25  83.3 5  16.7 30  100.0 
pride 22  73.3 8  26.7 30  100.0 
Total 62  68.9 28  31.1 90  100.0 
X2 = 8.191, df= 2       
0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 9.33. 
 
The answer to the question that asked students to provide reasons for their choice 
represented the measurement of actual product choice and of ethical behaviour. If 
the subject mentioned the recyclable packaging among the provided justifications 
ƚŚĞŶ ƚŚĂƚ ǁĂƐ ĐŽĚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ  ? ĂŶĚ ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚ ĂƐ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? ǁŚŝle any 
ŽƚŚĞƌũƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐǁĞƌĞůĂďĞůůĞĚĂƐ  ‘ŽƚŚĞƌƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ ?ĂŶĚĐŽĚĞĚǁŝƚŚ ? ?ĐŚŝ-square 
test was conducted to test for significant difference between the groups in terms of 
ƚŚĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ũƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?dŚĞƌĞƐƵůƚƐƐŚŽǁĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĐĞůůĐŽƵŶƚĂƐsumption 
was met and the chi-square test was significant (X2 (2, 90) = 13.98, p<.001). In other 
words there is a significant difference between the groups in relation to actual 
choice.  20.00% of subjects within the control group made an ethical choice (i.e. 
mentioned the recyclable packaging among their justifications) as compared to 
60.00% in the guilt group and 63.30% in the pride group (see Table 5.11). This reveals 
that the pride advert was marginally more efficient in terms of encouraging an 
ethical choice than the guilt advert.  
  
 
dĂďůĞ ? ? ? ?ƌŽƐƐƚĂďƵůĂƚŝŽŶƚĂďůĞĨŽƌ ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ƌĞĂƐŽŶŐŝǀĞŶĨŽƌƉƌŽĚƵĐƚĐŚŽŝĐĞ 
  Ethical reason Other reasons Total 
  n % n % n % 
Group  control 6 20 24 80 90 100 
guilt 18 60 12 40 90 100 
pride 19 63.3 11 36.7 90 100 
Total 
43 
47.8% 47 52.2% 90 100 
X2 = 13.983, df=2  
0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 14.33. 
 
Overall, these results suggest that the participants exposed to adverts inducing self-
conscious emotions made more ethical choices than those who did not receive an 
emotional stimulus. 
 
5.4 Assessing the implications of the coding procedure for the variable 
 ‘ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
A regression analysis using the entire sample (N=90) was conducted to test the 
relationship between emotions and intentions when pride and guilt were coded as 
dummy variables (Table 5.12).  This approach was used because of main interest to 
this research was to establish the effect of each emotion on intentions and 
behaviour as outcome variables irrespective of the level of arousal. As an alternative, 
a common approach used in experimental studies examining different aspects 
related to emotions is the dichotomisation of the variable so that low and high levels 
are obtained. However this approach was dismissed to the heavy criticism (e.g. 
Cohen, 1983; MacCallum et al., 2002) over samples split at the median. 
The dummy coding of pride and guilt meant that their variance of pride and guilt was 
ƌĞĚƵĐĞĚƚŽŽŶĞůĞǀĞůǁŚŝůĞƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂŶĐĞŽĨ ‘ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ?ǁĂs not affected i.e. 
it was measured on a 1-7 Likert scale. The result of the regression is presented in 
  
 
Table 5.13 and it shows that pride and guilt do not predict recycling intentions 
(F=1.68, p=.96>.05).  
A possible explanation for this could be the restriction of variance which was 
imposed to pride and guilt through the dummy coding. This probably limited the 
ability of the two emotions to account for the variability in the intentions variable. To 
examine this aspect, two additional regressions were carried out to test the 
relationship between pride and guilt (both measured on a 5-point Likert scale) and 
recycling intentions. The findings in Table 5.13 and Table 5.14 showed that pride is 
able to predict intentions (p<.05) but guilt was unable to predict the outcome 
variable (p>.05). Based on the latter set on results (i.e. where emotions are 
measured on a 5-point Likert scale) it was assumed that reducing emotions to just 
one level of variance might be only partially responsible for the inability of emotions 
to predict intentions. 
 
Table 5.12 Linear regression analysis for emotions and intentions (N = 90; dummy 
coding) 
                     Intentions   
Independent variables   ɴ SE  t p 
     
Pride  .05 .25 .45 .649 
Guilt  .21 .25 1.76 .081 
R
2 
.03   








Table 5.13 Linear regression analysis for pride and intentions (N = 30; variable 
measured on 5-point Likert scale) 
                     Intentions   
Independent variables   ɴ SE  t p 
   
  
Pride  .66** .18 4.75 .000 
R
2 
.44   
F 22.63**   
*p < .05.  **p < .01 
 
Table 5.14 Linear regression analysis for guilt and intentions (N = 30; variable 
measured on 5-point Likert scale) 
                     Intentions   
Independent variables   ɴ SE  t p 
     
Guilt .15 .28 .83 .413 
R
2 .02   
F .69   
 
5.5 Testing the relationships between the variables: emotions, intentions 
and behaviour  
Previous theories such as the Theory of Planned of Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) and the 
Model of Goal-Directed Behaviour (Perrugini and Bagozzi, 2002) portray intentions 
as predictors of behaviour and as mediators between other psychological constructs 
and behaviour. This mediation assumes that emotions influence behaviour through 
intentions and thus there should be a significant link emotion-intentions (as stated in 
  
 
H1: GuŝůƚǁŝůůƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚ, ? PWƌŝĚĞǁŝůů
ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ )ĂŶĚĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůŝŶŬŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ-
behaviour (as stated in H3: Intentions predict behaviour i.e. ethical product choice). 
Baron and Kenny (1986) specify that mediation should be tested through a series of 
regressions. Figure 5.2 shows an illustration of a mediated relationship between a 
predictor and criterion. The predictor is represented by emotions (X) and the 
criterion is represented by behaviour (Y). The relationship between X and Y is 
presumed to be mediated by intentions (M). 
 
Figure 5.2 A mediated relationship between a predictor and a criterion 
The testing procedure for mediation entailed three regressions. The first regression 
was meant to test the link between emotions and behaviour (path c). The second 
regression was meant to test the relationship between emotions and intentions 
 ?ƉĂƚŚĂ ) ?ƚƐƚĞƉƚŚƌĞĞƚŚĞƉĂƚŚďĂŶĚĐ ?ǁĞƌĞƐƵƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽďĞƚĞƐƚĞĚŝ ?Ğ ?ŝŶƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ 
with emotions and intentions as independent variables. The results of the mediation 
analysis showed that paths a and b were not significant (see Table 5.15). As a result, 
ŝƚǁĂƐĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞĚƚŚĂƚƉĂƚŚĐ ?ǁĂƐ ŝŶƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĂŶĚ ƚŚĂƚŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐĚŽŶŽƚŵĞĚŝĂƚĞ
the relationship emotions-behaviour. The relationships and the regression 
coefficients are illustrated in Figure 5.3. 
Since path a was found insignificant it was concluded that emotions do not predict 
recycling intentions. As a result hypotheses H1 (Guilt will positively influence 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ) ĂŶĚ , ?  ?WƌŝĚĞ ǁŝůůƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
recycling intentions) were rejected. Since path b was insignificant it was concluded 
  
 
that recycling intentions do not predict behaviour and thus H3 (Intentions predict 
behaviour) was rejected. 
The significance path c demonstrated that emotions (guilt and pride) significantly 
ĂŶĚƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇƉƌĞĚŝĐƚďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?ƉAM ? ? ?ĂŶĚŽĚĚƐƌĂƚŝŽƐ ?ɴ )AN ? ) ?ƐĞĞdĂďůĞ ? ? ? ? ) ?dŚĞƐĞ
findings support hypotheses H4 (Guilt wiůůƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ )
ĂŶĚ, ? ?WƌŝĚĞǁŝůůƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ) ? 
 
 
Figure 5.3 Results for mediation tests for intentions 
 
 
Table 5.15 Summary of mediation analysis between emotions-behaviour 
Testing steps in the   mediation 
analysis 
 ɴ SE  p  
Testing Path a     
Outcome: intentions     
Predictor: emotions Guilt .05 .25 .649 
Pride  .21 .25 .081 
Testing Path b      
Outcome: behaviour     
Mediator: intentions (b)  1.57  .069 
     
Testing Path c     
Outcome: behaviour     
Predictor: emotions Guilt 6.00 .58 .002 
 Pride  6.90 .59 .001 





5.6 Testing the relationships emotions-intentions with EIM dimensions as 
moderators  
This section reports the results of the regressions that tested hypotheses H6 (The 
EIM dimensions will moderate the influence of guilt on recycling intentions) and H7 
(The EIM dimensions will moderate the influence of pride on recycling intentions). 
Since EIM comprises four dimensions (recognition of emotions, optimistic utilisation 
of emotions, management of emotions and empathy), the moderation effect
40
  has 
ƚŽďĞƚĞƐƚĞĚĨŽƌŽĨĞĂĐŚĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶŽŶƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?ƐĞƌŝĞƐŽĨ
individual regressions were carried out using the guidelines offered by Baron and 
Kenny (1986) and Frazier et al. (2004) with regards to hierarchical regressions. This 
implied the following steps: representing the categorical variable with code 
variables; centring of continuous variables; creating products terms; structuring the 
equations and interpreting the results (see Appendix 5.5 for the complete details on 
how these steps were undertaken). 
 
dĞƐƚŝŶŐĨŽƌ  ?ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌŽĨƚŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ  ? 
recycling intentions 
As shown in Table 5.16 there were no significant first-order effects (F (3, 86) = 1.24, 







                                                          
40
 A moderator variable is a variable which  ‘systematically modifies either the form and/or strength of 




Table 5.16 ^ƵŵŵĂƌǇŽĨŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂůƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĨŽƌ ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?
as moderator (N = 90) 
 Step 1  Step  2  
Variables ɴ SE p ɴ SE p 
Pride  .21 .25 .078 .22 .25 .071 
Guilt  .05 .25 .658 .05 .25 .634 
Recognition of emotions .06 .11 .525 .08 .18 .633 
Pride x Recognition    .08 .28 .559 
Guilt x Recognition     -.09 .26 .508 
R
2
 .042  .058  
Model F 1.24  1.03  
Dependent variable: recycling intentions  
 
dĞƐƚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ  ?ŽƉƚŝŵŝƐƚŝĐ ƵƚŝůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ĂƐ ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ
emotions  ? recycling intentions 
 The results presented in Table 5.17 showed that there was significant first-order 
ĞĨĨĞĐƚŽĨƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ŽƉƚŝŵŝƐƚŝĐƵƚŝůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?& ? ? ? ? ? )A? ? ? ? ? ?ƉAM ? ? ? )ďƵƚ
there were no significant interaction effects with the two emotions (F (2, 84) = 1.12, 
p=.075>.05). 
Table 5.17 Summary of hierarchical regressŝŽŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĨŽƌ ‘ŽƉƚŝŵŝƐƚŝĐƵƚŝůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ ?EA? ? ? ) 
 Step 1  Step  2  
Variables ɴ SE p ɴ SE p 
Pride  .22 .25 .065 .22 .24 .062 
Guilt  .05 .20 .634 .06 .24 .606 
Optimistic utilisation of emotions .22* .12* .034 .48 .24 .020 
Pride x Optimistic utilisation    - .23 .30 .194 
Guilt x Optimistic utilisation      -.20 .32 .176 
R
2
 .294  .332  
Model F 2.71*  2.08  
*p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01; Dependent variable: recycling intentions  
  
 
dĞƐƚŝŶŐĨŽƌ ?ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐmoderator of the relationship emotions  ? 
recycling intentions 
The regressions showed that there were no significant first-order effects (F (3, 86) = 
 ? ? ? ? ? ƉA? ? ? ? ?AN ? ? ? ) ĂŶĚ ŶŽ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ  ‘ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƚǁŽĞŵŽƚŝons (F (2, 84) = 1.18, p=323>.05) (see Table 5.18). 
Table 5.18 ^ƵŵŵĂƌǇŽĨŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂůƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĨŽƌ ‘ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨ
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ ?EA? ? ? ) 
 Step 1  Step  2  
Variables ɴ SE p ɴ SE p 
Pride  .19 .25 .120 .18 .26 .145 
Guilt  .06 .25 .585 .05 .25 .669 
Management of emotions .15 .14 .155 .19 .24 .258 
Pride x Management of emotions    .01 .35 .944 
Guilt x Management of emotions      -.09 .36 .525 
R
2






*p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01;  Dependent variable: recycling intentions 




dĞƐƚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ  ?ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ? ĂƐ Ă ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ  ? recycling 
intentions 
The first regression (F (3, 86) = 2.49, p=.066>.05) identified no significant first-order 
effect of the variables. The second regression revealed significant interaction effects 
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ  ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŽ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ  ?&  ? ? ?  ? ? ) A?  ? ? ? ƉA? ? ? ? ?AM ? ? ? ) ? dŚĞ
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ  ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ? ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĞd a negative relation with the 
variable recycling intentions and this relation was significant (see Table 5.19).  
^ŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ ?ƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ?ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇĂŶĚŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇ




Table 5.19 Summary of ŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂůƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐĨŽƌ ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ
(N = 90) 
 Step 1  Step  2  
Variables ɴ SE p ɴ SE p 
Pride  .22 .25 .060 .24* .24 .042 
Guilt  .07 .25 .547 .08 .24 .481 
Empathy .20* .14 .049 .55* .24 .002 
Pride x Empathy    -.30* .33 .037 













*p  <  .05.  **p  <  .01;  Dependent variable: recycling intentions  
Note: The continuous variables were centred at their means.    
 
 
In order to understand the form of interaction ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƚǁŽƐĞůĨ-
conscious emotions, the simple slopes were calculated using the procedure 
recommended by Cohen et al. (2003). In the first stage, the equations were 
calculated for mean, low (-1 SD from the mean) and high (+ 1 SD from the mean) 
ǀĂůƵĞƐŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŶƚŝŶƵŽƵƐǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĂŶĚŐƌĂƉŚƐǁĞƌĞĐƌĞĂƚĞĚďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞƐĞ
values. However, using just ± 1SD did not portray very well the impact of the 
moderator (see Figure 5.4) and thus additional levels were computed: very low (-2 
SD from the mean) and very high (+2 SD from the mean) (see Figure 5.5). All the 
scores for the three groups (control, pride and guilt) were plotted at these 5 levels of 
 ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƵŶƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚŝǌĞĚǀĂůƵĞƐǁĞƌĞƵƐĞĚ ?&ŽƌĂĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŽĨ ƚŚĞ






Figure 5.4 Recycling intentions with interactions between empathy and emotions 




Figure 5.5 Recycling intentions with interactions between empathy and emotions 


























































The results of the four moderated linear regression presented above indicated that 
among all the EIM dimensions only empathy acts as a moderator for the relationship 
emotions-recycling intentions. Empathy moderates both the impact of pride on 
intentions and the impact of guilt on intentions (i.e. both interaction terms were 
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ Ăƚ ƉAM ? ? ? ) ? dŚĞƐĞ ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ ƐŚŽǁĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ ƌĞĐǇĐůĞ ?
ĂĨƚĞƌďĞŝŶŐĞǆƉŽƐĞĚƚŽĂŶĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂůƐƚŝŵƵůƵƐ ?ǁĞƌĞŶŽƚŵŽĚĞƌĂƚĞĚďǇŽŶĞ ?ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇ
to recognise or manage positive and negative emotions. Different types of 
correlations (zero-order, partial and part) and the collinearity statistics (tolerance 
and VIF) were examined but it was concluded that multicollinearity was not 
responsible for lack of significant results in any of the other moderated regressions. 
As a result, hypotheses H6 (The EIM dimensions will moderate the influence of guilt 
on recycling intentions) and H7 (The EIM dimensions will moderate the influence of 
pride on recycling intentions) were only partially supported (i.e. moderation 
ŚĂƉƉĞŶĞĚŽŶůǇŝŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨ ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ? ) ? 
 
5.7 Testing the relationships emotions-behaviour with EIM dimensions as 
moderators  
This section reports the results of the regressions that tested hypotheses H8 (The 
EIM dimensions will moderate the influence of guilt on behaviour) and H9 (The EIM 
dimensions will moderate the influence of pride on behaviour).  
The tests carried out in Section 5.5 showed that intentions do not mediate the link 
emotions-behaviour. As a result when testing for moderating effects of the EIM 
dimensions, a non-mediated link between emotions and behaviour was considered.  
ƐĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚŝŶ^ĞĐƚŝŽŶ ? ? ? ? ?ƚŚĞƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌǁĂƐŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚǀŝĂƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ
choice task. Behaviour was thus a binary variable coded with 1 if the subject 
mentioned the recyclable packaging among the provided justification and 0 if they 
did not mention it. The binary nature of the dependent variable led to the use of 
logistic regression for the testing of the moderating effects and this followed the 
procedures of hierarchical regressions as recommended by Aiken and West (1991) 
  
 
and Jaccard et al. (1990). The centred value of the independent continuous variables 
(predictors and moderators) were used in each regression equation and the 
interaction terms were calculated by multiplying each centred EIM dimension with 
the dummy variables (Appendix 5.5).  
 
dĞƐƚŝŶŐĨŽƌ  ?ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌŽĨƚŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ  ? 
behaviour  
The regression indicated a first-order effect (see Step 1 ŝŶdĂďůĞ ? ? ? ? )ŽĨ ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ
ŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?tĂůĚA? ? ? ? ? ?ƉAM ? ? ? ) ? ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ? ?tĂůĚA? ? ? ? ? ?ƉAM ? ? ? )ĂŶĚ ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ? ?tĂůĚA? ? ? ? ? ? ?
ƉAM ? ? ? ? ) ŽŶ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? dŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ  ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ǆ ƉƌŝĚĞ ? ǁĂƐ ĂůƐŽ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ
 ?tĂůĚA?  ? ? ? ? ? ƉAM ? ? ? ) ďƵƚ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ  ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ǆ ŐƵŝůƚ ? was not significant (Wald= 
3.00, p>.05) (see Step 2 in Table 5.20). The negative value of the B coefficient and 
the Exp(B) revealed that the interaction term containing pride had a negative impact 
ŽŶďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?dŚŝƐŵĞĂŶƐƚŚĂƚĂƐŽŶĞ ?ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐe pride increases the odds 
of choosing the product with recyclable packaging decreases (see Figure 5.7 and 
detailed calculations in Appendix 5.7). Possible explanations for this might lie in the 
sample characteristic i.e. how the European sample relate to ƚŚĞĞŵŽƚŝŽŶ ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ? ?Ŷ
interesting aspect of this finding might be linked to the level of pride that such 
adverts should include. It can be concluded that medium levels of emotions rather 
than high levels should be elicited as the latter would be less likely to trigger 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚŽƐĞĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?
ŶŽƚŚĞƌ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐ ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ ŝƐ ƚŚĂƚ ĞǀĞŶ ƚŚŽƵŐŚ ƚŚĞ ǆƉ ? ) ĨŽƌ  ‘ ƉƌŝĚĞ ǆ
ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ? ŝƐ ůĞƐƐ ƚŚĂŶ  ? ? ƚŚĞ ŽĚĚƐ ƌĂƚŝŽƐ  ?eB) of the independent variables has 
increased significantly compared to the regression carried out at Step 1 which did 
ŶŽƚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ  ? ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?  ? ? ?   ?AN ? ? ? ? ) ?  ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ?  ? ? ? ? ? ?AN ? ? ? ? ) ?
 ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?AN ? ? ? ? ) ) ?KǀĞƌĂůů ?ƚŚĞƐĞĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐƉŽŝŶƚŽƵƚƚŚĂƚ ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶ ?














p B SE e
B 
p 
Recognition of emotions .67* .28 1.97 .019 2.63* 1.08 13.90 .015 
Guilt 1.92** .62 6.83 .002 2.99** 1.01 19.93 .003 
Pride 2.15*** .63 8.59 .001 3.14** 1.01 23.10 .002 
Guilt x Recognition     -2.02 1.16 .13 .083 
Pride x Recognition     -2.56* 1.17 .07 .029 
Constant -1.51 .47   -2.58 .93 .07  
F2 
 
11.24  9.75  
df 
 
7  8  
- 2 LL 103.57  96.82  
R
2
 .208  .265  
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.  
B = logistic coefficient; e
B
 = exponentiated B 








































dĞƐƚŝŶŐ ĨŽƌ  ?ŽƉƚŝŵŝƐƚŝĐ ƵƚŝůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ĂƐ ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉ
emotions  ? behaviour  
dŚĞ ƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ Ă ŵĂŝŶ ĞĨĨĞĐƚ ŽĨ  ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ?  ?tĂůĚA? ? ? ? ? ? ? ƉAM ? ? ? ? ) ĂŶĚ  ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ?
(Wald= 9.33, p<.01) on behaviour (see Step 1 in Table 5.21). However, the 
ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ  ‘ŽƉƚŝŵŝƐƚŝĐ ƵƚŝůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ĂŶĚ ƚŚĞ ƚǁŽ ƐĞůĨ-conscious 
emotions were not significant (p=.837>.05) (see Step 2 in Table 5.21). 
Table 5.21 DŽĚĞƌĂƚĞĚ ŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂů ůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐ ƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶ ĨŽƌ  ‘ŽƉƚŝŵŝƐƚŝĐ ƵƚŝůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐĂŵŽderator  
 Step 1
 





p B SE e
B 
p 
Optimistic utilization of 
emotions 
.28 .27 1.33 .296 .67 .75 1.95 .374 
Guilt 1.81** .59 6.13 .002 1.87** .61 6.52 .002 
Pride 1.97*** .59 7.18 .001 2.03*** .62 7.65 .001 
Guilt x Optimistic 
utilization 
    -.49 .84 .61 .563 
Pride x Optimistic 
utilization 
    -3.8 .49 .23 .662 
Constant -1.40 .45   -1.47 .49 .23  
F2 
 
6.03  5.19  
df 
 
8  8  
- 2 LL 108.72  108.36  
R
2
 .162  .165  
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
B = logistic coefficient; e
B
 = exponentiated B 




/ƚ ǁĂƐ ĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ŽƉƚŝŵŝƐƚŝĐ ƵƚŝůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĂĐƚ ĂƐ Ă
moderator, neither does it have a significant main effect (i.e. and impact as an 




dĞƐƚŝŶŐĨŽƌ ?ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌŽĨƚŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
behaviour  
Significant first-ŽƌĚĞƌ ĞĨĨĞĐƚƐ ǁĞƌĞ ĨŽƵŶĚ ĨŽƌ  ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ?  ?tĂůĚA? ? ? ? ? ? ƉAM ? ? ? ) ĂŶĚ  ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ?
 ?tĂůĚA? ? ? ? ? ? ?ƉAM ? ? ? )ďƵƚŶŽƚĨŽƌ ‘ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?tĂůĚA? ? ? ? ?ƉAN ? ? ? ) ?ƐĞĞ
Step 1 in Table 5.22). The regression carried out at Step 2 showed that no interaction 
effects were significant (p=.388 >.05). These results demonstrated that the variable 
 ‘ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ŽĨ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĂĐƚ ĂƐ ŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ Ĩor the link emotions-
behaviour and it does not explain behaviour as an independent variable either. 
Table 5.22 DŽĚĞƌĂƚĞĚŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚŝĐĂůůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶĨŽƌ ‘ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?
as a moderator  
 Step 1
 





p B SE e
B 
p 
Management of emotions -.03 .33 .96 .906 .39 .63 1.48 .534 
Guilt 1.78** .59 5.97 .002 1.83** .60 6.27 .002 
Pride 1.94*** .59 6.97 .001 2.10*** .62 8.18 .001 
Guilt x Management      -.17 .85 .83 .835 
Pride x Management      -1.07 .88 .34 .222 
Constant -1.38 .45   -1.39 .46 .24  
F2 
 
5.81  5.95  
df 
 
8  8  
- 2 LL 109.82  107.92  
R
2
 .151  .169  
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
B = logistic coefficient; e
B
 = exponentiated B 









dĞƐƚŝŶŐĨŽƌ ?ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌŽĨƚŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? behaviour  
As shown in Table 5.23 at Step 1, there was a first-ŽƌĚĞƌ ĞĨĨĞĐƚ ĨŽƌ  ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ?
 ?tĂůĚA? ? ? ? ? ? ? ƉAM ? ? ? ) ĂŶĚ  ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ?  ?tĂůĚA? ? ? ? ? ? ? ƉAM ? ? ? ? ) ďƵƚ ŶŽ ĨŝƌƐƚ-order effect for 
 ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?  ?tĂůĚA?  ?.06, p>.05). The regression carried out at Step 2 indicated that 
ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶ ƚĞƌŵƐ ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ  ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ǆ ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ǆ ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ? ǁĞƌĞ ŶŽŶ-
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ  ?ƉA? ? ? ? ?AN ? ? ? )  ?ƐĞĞdĂďůĞ  ? ? ? ? ) ? /ƚǁĂƐĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞĚƚŚ ƚ  ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĚŽĞƐŶŽƚ
act as a moderator, neither does it have a significant impact as an independent 
ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌŵĞĂƐƵƌĞǀŝĂƉƌŽĚƵĐƚĐŚŽŝĐĞ ? 










Empathy  .58 .33 1.79 .79 .66 2.22 
Guilt 1.92** .61 6.88 2.03** .64 7.63 
Pride 2.06** .61 7.87 2.08*** .63 8.06 
Guilt x Empathy     .16 .89 1.18 
Pride x Empathy    -.65 .83 .51 







- 2 LL 106.64 105.383 
R
2
 .181 .192 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
B = logistic coefficient; e
B
 = exponentiated B 
Dependent variable: behaviour 
 
The results of the four moderated logistic regressions presented above indicated 
that among all the EIM dimensions only  ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂĐƚĂƐĂŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ
of the relationship emotions-ethical behaviour but only in the case of pride. Different 
types of correlations (zero-order, partial and part) and the collinearity statistics 
(tolerance and VIF) were examined but it was concluded that multicollinearity was 
  
 
not responsible for lack of significant results in any of the other moderated 
regressions. 
As a result, hypotheses H8 (The EIM dimensions will moderate the influence of guilt 
on behaviour) and H9 (The EIM dimensions will moderate the influence of pride on 
behaviour) were only partially supported (i.e. moderation happened only in the case 
ŽĨ  ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ĂŶĚ ƉƌŝĚĞ ) ? dĂďůĞ  ? ? ? ? ƐƵŵŵĂƌŝƐĞƐ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƵůƚƐ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ
tests in relation to the developed hypotheses. 
 
Table 5.24 Summary of hypotheses tests 




H2 WƌŝĚĞ ǁŝůů ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ
intentions. 
Rejected 
H3 Intentions predict behaviour (i.e. ethical product 
choice). 
Rejected 
H4 'ƵŝůƚǁŝůůƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? Accepted 
H5 WƌŝĚĞǁŝůůƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? Accepted 
H6 The EIM dimensions will moderate the influence of guilt 
on recycling intentions. 
Partially supported (i.e. 
only in the case of 
empathy) 
H7 The EIM dimensions will moderate the influence of 
pride on recycling intentions. 
Partially supported (i.e. 
only in the case of 
empathy) 
H8 The EIM dimensions will moderate the influence of guilt 
on behaviour. 
Rejected 
H9 The EIM dimensions will moderate the influence of 
pride on behaviour. 
Partially supported (i.e. 
only in the case of 




5.8 Summary  
The analysis conducted in this chapter has tested the hypotheses of the 
experimental study. The findings lead to the rejection of H1 and H2 which stated a 
positive and direct relationship between guilt and pride and intentions respectively 
(see Section 5.4 and Section 5.5). The results of the linear regressions presented in 
Section 5.5 pointed that recycling intentions did not act as a mediator between self-
conscious emotions and behaviour, measured through product choice based on the 
recycling properties of the product. Thus hypothesis H3 was rejected. However, guilt 
ĂŶĚƉƌŝĚĞƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĞĚĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇƚŚĞƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂůďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌǁŚŝĐŚŵĞĂŶƚƚŚĂƚ, ?ĂŶĚ
H5 were accepted. H6 and H7 predicted that the EIM dimensions would moderate 
the relationship emotions-intentions and both hypotheses were partially accepted 
since empathy was found to act as a moderator, both in the case of pride and guilt 
(see Section 5.7) The results of the logistic regressions carried out in Section 5.8 led 
to the rejection of H8 which assumed that EIM dimensions would be moderators for 
the impact of emotions on behaviour and to the partial acceptance of H8 as the 


















The aim of this chapter is to present the key contributions of this thesis and to make 
recommendations for future research. In doing so, this chapter seeks to highlight the 
areas in which knowledge about the role of self-conscious emotions, particularly 
guilt and pride, have been advanced by this research project. 
This chapter starts by presenting the rationale for the present research (Section 6.2), 
followed by an overview of the findings in the light of the set research questions 
(Section 6.3) and a summary of the limitations of the present research (Section 6.4). 
Next the theoretical and practical implications of the research findings are discussed 
(Section 6.5 and 6.6). The chapter continues with recommendations for future 
research (Section 6.7) and concludes some final remarks (Section 6.8). 
 
6.2 Rationale for the present research  
The present research was carried out to explore the role of self-conscious emotions 
in the context of ethical consumption. The literature review, located in the field of 
psychology, revealed that this category of emotions plays a key role in decision 
making, whether generic or consumption related. 
Theories of emotions have argued that emotions influence decision making both in 
situations unrelated to the context in which emotions were initially elicited (e.g. 
&ŽƌŐĂƐ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? )ĨĨĞĐƚ /ŶĨƵƐŝŽŶDŽĚĞů )ĂŶĚ ŝŶƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞǆƚƚŚĂƚ
ŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇ ĞůŝĐŝƚĞĚ ƚŚŽƐĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ  ?Ğ ?Ő ? ,ĂŶ ? >ĞƌŶĞƌ ĂŶĚ <ĞůƚĞŶĞƌ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƉƉƌĂŝƐĂů




Self-ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƌĞ ĐĂƵƐĞĚ ďǇ ĂŶ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƐĞůĨ ? ĐĂƌƌŝĞĚ ŽƵƚ ŝŶ
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽǁŚĂƚƚŚĞƉĞƌƐŽŶĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌƐƚŽďĞƚŚĞ ‘ŝĚĞĂůƐĞůĨ ? ?dƌĂĐǇĂŶĚZŽďŝŶƐ ? ? ? ? ? )
ŽƌďǇƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ ŝŶĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƐĂďŽƵƚŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶs of the self (Leary, 2004), 
as a result of particular choice/behaviour. SCEs reflect social concerns held by each 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ĂŶĚ ĂƌĞ ƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉĞƌƐŽŶ ?Ɛ ƐŽĐŝĂů ŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶ Žƌ ƌĞũĞĐƚŝŽŶ  ?WĂƌƌŽƚƚ ?
 ? ? ? ? ) ĂŶĚ ƚŚƌĞĂƚƐ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƐŽĐŝĂů ƐĞůĨ ?  ?ŝĐŬĞƌƐŽŶ ĂŶĚ<Ğmeny, 2004). This is best 
summarised by dĂŶŐŶĞǇ Ğƚ Ăů ?  ? ? ? ? ? P  ? ? ? ) ǁŚŽ ƐƚĂƚĞ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ƐŚĂŵĞ ? ŐƵŝůƚ ?
embarrassment, and pride function as an emotional barometer, providing immediate 
ĂŶĚƐĂůŝĞŶƚĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬŽŶŽƵƌƐŽĐŝĂůĂŶĚŵŽƌĂůĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďŝůŝƚǇ ? ? 
The literature showed that an inability to fulfil duties, self-regulation (e.g. setting a 
rule or goal and not being able to follow/meet it) and harming others were identified 
as sources of elicitation for guilt (Keltner and Buswell, 1996), all of which can be 
reflected in ethical consumption-related situations. Guilt was expected to motivate 
ethical behaviour since it belongs to the category of moral emotions which are 
 ‘ůŝŶŬĞĚ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚ Žƌ ǁĞůĨĂƌĞ QŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ QŽĨ ƉĞƌƐŽŶƐ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ƚŚĞ ũƵĚŐĞ ?
(Haidt, 2003: 276).  Shame was foreseen to motivate behaviour because of the self-
evaluation process that it entails. Additionally, Greenwald and Harder (1998) 
consider that shame can be elicited in relation to prosocial behaviour and 
conformity, both which could be seen as relevant to the context of ethical behaviour. 
Pride, its achievement-oriented form (as opposed to pride in its hubristic form), was 
also regarded as a potential motivator of ethical behaviour as it is related to 
prosocial attitudes, positive accomplishments and self-esteem (Herrald and Tomaka, 
2002; Tracy and Robins, 2004).  
The literature review also pointed out that a range of positive and negative emotions 
have been researched in relation to some consumption choices e.g. customer loyalty 
(BůŽĞŵĞƌ ĂŶĚ ĚĞ ZƵǇƚĞƌ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? ĐŽŵƉƵůƐŝǀĞ ďƵǇŝŶŐ  ?K ?'ƵŝŶŶ ĂŶĚ &ĂďĞƌ ?  ? ? ? ? ) ?
evaluation of advertisements and brands (Holbrook and Batra, 1987). However, 
research incorporating SCEs is scarce. These studies were confined to areas such as 
embarrassment and public self-consciousness in actual and future purchasing 
situations (Lau-Gesk and Drolet, 2005), guilt in retail purchase (Dahl, Honea, and 
Manchanda, 2005), shoplifting (Cox, Cox and Moschis, 1990), guilt and shame 
  
 
generated by the non-consumption situations related to training equipment and 
healthy food (Matta, Patrick and MacInnis, 2005), promotion pride and prevention 
pride with respect to means of success (Higgings et al., 2001), and pride and product 
desirability (Griskevicius, Shiota and Nowlis, 2010), and shame and guilt social 
marketing appeals (e.g. Hibbert et al., 2007). Prior research is limited in terms of 
understanding how SCEs might operate in more complex contexts, in particular 
ethical consumption.  
Within the context of ethical consumption, research has been carried out mainly in 
ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ƚŚĞ  ‘ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů ? ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚƐ ŽĨ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ? ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐ ĂĨĨĞĐƚ ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ
largely ignored. As part of secondary findings, general feelings of discomfort 
(Szmigin, Carrigan, and McEachern, 2009) or guilt (Dahl, Honea, and Manchanda, 
2003; McEachern et al., 2010) were mentioned in relation to unethical choices, while 
Leonard-ĂƌƚŽŶ ĂŶĚ ZŽŐĞƌƐ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƐƚƵĚǇ ŵĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŚĞ ĨĞĞůŝŶŐŽĨ ŐƵŝůƚ ĂƐ Ă
motivator for a particular type of ethical consumers.  
The need to investigate the impact of both pride and guilt in an experimental study 
within the context of recycling was justified on two grants. Firstly, the literature 
dedicated to the role of emotions in the field of environmental concern and recycling 
is limited. The closest studies  that examined this issue looked at self-reported 
ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐŽĨ  ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ?ĂŶĚ  ‘ĨĞĞůŝŶŐŐŽŽĚ ?ĂďŽƵƚ ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ  ?^ŵŝƚŚ ?,ĂƵŐƚǀĞĚƚĂŶĚWĞƚƚǇ ?
1994) and the role of positively and negatively framed adverts (i.e. satisfaction and 
fear) on changes in recycling behaviour (Lord, 1994).  The issues of measurement 
and focus of both studies highlighted the need for a more specific experimental 
study that could measure the discrete impact of guilt and pride in relation to actual 
behaviour. Secondly, a large number of social marketing studies examined the 
persuasion power of negative emotions such as guilt and fear in various areas e.g. 
health-related issues, charity donation, volunteering. However, several studies have 
shown that negative emotions are not always successful in motivating desired 
behaviour and that positive emotions could be seen as an alternative to existing 
strategies in marketing communications; for example the use of positive emotional 
appeals (i.e. humour) anti-drink and driving campaigns (Lewis et al., 2008). In the 
same line, Brennan and Binney (2010) argue that adverts inducing fear, guilt and 
  
 
shame can become ineffective as they trigger self-protection and reinforce inaction. 
These findings highlighted the need to explore the impact of positive emotions such 
ĂƐƉƌŝĚĞŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚĂĐƚƵĂůďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? 
 
6.3 Research findings 
The findings of the present research have been discussed in detail in Chapter 4 and 
Chapter 5 and they can be briefly summarised in relation to the research questions 
which were laid out in Chapter 1.  
dŚĞ ĨŝƌƐƚ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ  ?ZK ? ) ĂŝŵĞĚ ƚŽ  “ŝŶǀĞƐƚŝŐĂƚĞ ǁŚĂƚ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĐĐƵƌ ŝŶ
ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĂŶĚĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐůǇ  ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ? ?KǀĞƌĂůů ?ƚŚĞĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐƐŚŽǁĞĚ
that dissonant behaviour is the norm for the  ‘ŵŽƌĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ůĞƐƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐĂŶĚ
that consumers make more frequent ethical choices in some areas of ethical 
consumption (e.g. buying fair-trade and organic, recycling) compared to others (e.g. 
clothes, technology and travelling) which highlighted contradictory or dissonant 
behaviour among a large number of consumers. This suggested that a simple 
ƐĞŐƌĞŐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐŝŶƚŽ ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ŝƐŝŶĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ ?dŚĞĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐ
are consistent with previous studies (e.g. McEachern et al., 2010) but they extend 
the comprehension of dissonant behaviour by showing consumers display regular 
incongruent behaviour even within the same product category (e.g. products 
damaging the environment). 
Self-conscious behaviour that is perceived to be ethical seems to be context 
ĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ ŵŽƌĞ ƚŚĂŶ ƉĞƌƐŽŶ ĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ ?  WƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
justifications for inconsistent ethical behaviour were confirmed, but new 
explanations emerged from the data which enable a better understanding of how 
dissonant behaviour is sustained over time. Considerable evidence about the role of 
affect (i.e. mood and emotions), hedonic motivators and outputs, and self-
image/identity were presented.   
The qualitative study revealed that a large spectrum of basic emotions is associated 
with choices made within the ethical consumption context. Positive emotions (e.g. 
  
 
feeling satisfied, excited, happy) were reported as hedonic feedback from economic-
driven purchases (e.g. cheap products, bargains), and from indulging in favourite 
products or activities (i.e. some of which might have been ethically questionable). 
Alternatively, negative basic emotions (e.g. feeling sad, disgusted, regretful, upset) 
were reported mainly in relation to unethical choices. 
Self-conscious emotions (pride, guilt, shame and embarrassment) were the most 
ƌĞŽĐĐƵƌƌŝŶŐĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚǁŝƚŚĂĐůĞĂƌŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ?^ƐǁĞƌĞŶŽƚ
experienced in isolation but rather in association with basic emotions, thus 
confirming some views in the psychology literature (e.g. Tangney et al., 1996). Pride 
was identified in its achievement-oriented form and hardly any evidence of hubristic 
pride was found. The feeling of pride was described by interviewees in relation to 
various types of ethical choices (e.g. fair trade or environmentally sustainable 
products, supporting local manufacturers, and recycling), with higher levels of pride 
ŝŵƉĂĐƚŝŶŐŶŽƚŽŶůǇŽŶĐŚŽŝĐĞďƵƚĂůƐŽŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƐŵ ? 
The experience of shame was acknowledged by consumers in relation to issues such 
as: slave labour, buying unethically produced items and animal welfare. Shame was 
largely experienced alongside regret, guilt and embarrassment. Embarrassment was 
less frequently reported and it was identified mainly through physiological changes 
as observed by the researcher. 
Guilt was reported as the most salient negative SCEs that emerged in different stages 
ŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ?dŚĞŐƵŝůƚĨĞĞůŝŶŐǁĂƐƚƌŝŐŐĞƌĞĚďǇĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ
about their decisions in various areas of ethical consumption: human welfare, animal 
welfare and environmental welfare. In relation to the latter, guilt was linked to the 
issues of failing to recycle and/or buy a product with a significant negative 
environmental impact. 
dŚĞ ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ  ?ZK ? ) ƐŽƵŐŚƚ  “ƚŽ ƵŶĚĞrstand the anatomy of emotions in 
ethical consumer choice i.e. in terms of any discernible taxonomy, intensity, sources 
ŽĨ ĞůŝĐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶ ? ƚĞŵƉŽƌĂů ŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶ ĞƚĐ ? ĂŶĚ ŚŽǁ ĚŽ ƚŚĞǇ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?




The data identified a type of emotionally driven compensatory phenomenon that 
enables consumers to account for their dissonant behaviour. The need to 
ĐŽŵƉĞŶƐĂƚĞŝƐĂůƐŽĂŵĂŶŝĨĞƐƚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ŽǁŶĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐ of their dissonant 
behaviour and the most salient manifestation of their need to justify this divergent 
behaviour. This finding provides evidence for Beruchashvili, Gentry and Price (2006) 
theoretical proposition that a form of mental accounting might explain how 
consumers approach choices with a moral dimension. In their view, moral balance is 
required and this is achieved by reaching equilibrium between moral credit and 
moral debit (see also Nisan, 1990; Nisan and Horenczyk, 1990) and this was 
supported by the present findings within the context of ethical consumption. 
/Ŷ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŽƌǇ ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ĂŶĚ ŚŽǁ ƚŚĞǇ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ
compensatory process, several propositions can be made. One explanation could be 
the emphasis on the social attributes versus commercial attributes, and the way that 
these different attributes are incorporated in ethical products as asserted by Golding 
and Peattie (2005). For example, it can be considered that social attributes are highly 
reflected in the case of fair trade/organic products and recycling (the most salient 
ethical behaviours reported by the interviewees), whereas the commercial attributes 
(such as brand, style, price, performance) are more clearly defined and appreciated 
in the case of clothing or technology products (the most salient unethical choices). 
Another explanation is related to context, in which case convenience, availability or 
price discounts can sway consumers towards the ethical or unethical options. 
Additional explanations would be the different spending patterns and interests of 
men and women, and the fact that some products are more intensively advertised 
than others. However, both males and females displayed a composite form of 
behaviour relying on compensatory choices, which contradicts some previous studies 
indicating a gender difference in relation to ethical choices (e.g. Balderjahn, 1988  W 
men are more concerned about polluting products; McIntyre, Meloche and Lewis, 
1993  W women are more ethical; Starr, 2009). 
The data analysis has confirmed the existence of types of guilt already described in 
the literature such as chronic and predispositional guilt (Quiles and Bybee, 1997), 
and existential guilt (Rawlings, 1970)). However, based on the findings of the 
  
 
qualitative research, a guilt taxonomy has been created and this has enabled the 
development of a theory that explains how and why the intensity of guilt varies in 
the context of ethical consumption. This taxonomy includes four types of guilt: 
internally generated guilt for the sentient, externally generated guilt for the sentient, 
internally generated guilt for the non-sentient and externally generated guilt for the 
non-sentient. These categories are defined by two major dimensions (i.e. context 
and agent of evaluation), while the third dimension (i.e. level of intensity) varies 
according to the other two dimensions. 
dŚĞƚŚŝƌĚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ZK ? )ĂŝŵĞĚ “ƚŽĞǆĂŵŝŶĞŝĨĂŶĚŚŽǁĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐŵĂŶĂŐĞ
ƚŚĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƌŽƵƐĞĚ ďǇ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ ? ? ƌŝĞĨůǇ ? ƚŚĞ ƋƵĂůŝƚĂƚŝǀĞ
study identified specific strategies that individuals employ in order to manage guilt 
and regret, as the most salient negative emotions that accompanied unethical 
choices. Substantial evidence was offered for the guilt management strategies that 
included: outcome/expediency oriented actions, introspection, diminishing net 
impacts, and the use of positive emotions. Some of these strategies demonstrate the 
ƌĞůĞǀĂŶĐĞ ŽĨ ĂŶĚ ŽĨĨĞƌ ĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ĨŽƌ ůůŝŽƚƚ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƚŚĞŽƌĞƚŝĐĂů ŵŽĚĞů ǁŚŝĐŚ
ĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƵƐĞ ŽĨ Ɖost-hoc rationalisation in order to manage 
negative emotions. The compensatory process stated above also shed a light on how 
consumers manage their negative emotions i.e. by engaging in ethical choices which 
elicit positive emotions that offset the negative emotions generated by previous 
consumption acts. 
dŚĞĨŽƵƌƚŚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ  ?ZK ? ) ůŽŽŬĞĚƚŽ  “ĞǆĂŵŝŶĞĂŶĚĐŽŵƉĂƌĞƚŚĞĞĨĨĞĐƚŽĨ
ĂĚǀĞƌƚƐŝŶĚƵĐŝŶŐƉƌŝĚĞĂŶĚŐƵŝůƚŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚĂĐƚƵĂůĞƚŚŝĐĂů
behaviour (i.e. expressed as product ĐŚŽŝĐĞ ) ? ? KǀĞƌĂůů ? ƚŚĞ ĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂů ƐƚƵĚǇ
showed that consumers respond positively to moderate levels of guilt, which is 
consistent with previous studies (Cotte, Coulter and Moore, 2005). However, future 
research could examine the impact of high levels of guilt on such consumption 
decisions and if indeed by increasing the intensity levels guilt would change into 
shame as suggested by Bennett (1998). With respect to achievement-oriented pride, 
ƚŚĞůŝƚĞƌĂƚƵƌĞĚŽĞƐŶŽƚĂƉƉĞĂƌƚŽĚŝƐĐƵƐƐƚŚĞŝƐƐƵĞŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ŽƉƚŝŵĂů ? ůĞǀĞůŽĨƉƌŝĚĞƚŽ
be induced. Based on the findings of the quantitative study it can be concluded that 
  
 
within the context of ethical consumption consumers react positively to a medium 
level of externally-induced pride, but recognition of emotions/pride impacts 
negatively on the odds of making an ethical choice (see Section 5.7).  
The guilt taxonomy based on the qualitative findings identified four types of guilt. 
The pre-testing of the stimuli indicated that an advert that employs a combination of 
guilt types (i.e. guilt for the sentient, and guilt for the non-sentient) is more 
appropriate in eliciting desired levels of guilt. In other words, a mixed advert could 
capture the main negative consequences associated with a lack of recycling i.e. side 
effects for the plants, animals and humans. 
The experimental study demonstrated that guilt and pride do not predict recycling 
intentions and that there were no significant differences between the groups in 
terms of intentions. The results of the mediation analysis have shown that recycling 
intentions do not mediate the impact of emotions on actual behaviour. This could be 
explained by the chosen measurement for emotions (i.e. reducing the variance by 
establishing one level of measurement for guilt and pride) and by the limitations of 
ƵƐŝŶŐ ‘ŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐĂŶŽƵƚĐŽŵĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐŝŶĐĞƐŽŵĞƌ ƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌƐďĞůŝĞǀĞƚŚĂƚŝƚŚĂƐĂ
limited ability to correctly predict behaviour i.e. issues of self-generated validity 
(Morwitz and Fitzsimons, 2004) and self-presentational biases (Budd, 1987).  The 
decision to measure recycling intentions and then behaviour related to product 
choice (i.e. product with recyclable or non-recyclable properties) might also explain 
why intentions do not mediate the link emotions-behaviour (e.g. see Perugini and 
Bagozzi, 2001). A possible design for future research could imply measuring recycling 
intentions and actual recycling behaviour and to track this behaviour over time.  
The results confirmed that there was a significant positive link between emotions 
and behaviour, which demonstrated that pride and guilt predict ethical product 
choice. The results of the simple logistic regression (see testing of path c in Table 
5.16 Section 5.5) showed that the subjects in the pride and guilt group respectively, 
were over six times more likely to choose the ethical product than the ones in the 
control group. Based on these results it was also concluded that the pride video 
adverts was marginally more effective than the guilt one, albeit the difference was 
  
 
not significant in a statistical sense. These results are consistent with the marketing 
appeals literature that acknowledges the influence of guilt in triggering compliant 
behaviour (e.g. Bozinoff and Ghingold, 1983; Cotte, Coulter and Moore, 2005) and 
with the psychology literature that highlights the motivational power of 
achievement-oriented pride in determining a certain type of behaviour (e.g. 
Baumeister, Stillwell, and Heatherton, 1994; Higgins et al., 2001).  
dŚĞ ĨŝŶĂů ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ  ?ZK ? ) ĂŝŵĞĚ  “ƚŽ ĞǆĂŵŝŶe the moderating role of the 
emotional information management concept (EIM) in relation to the links SCEs  W 
intentions and SCEs  W ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? ?dŚĞŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶƚĞƐƚƐƐŚŽǁĞĚƚŚĂƚĂŵŽŶŐĂůůƚŚĞ
/DĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐŽŶůǇ ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĂĐƚƐĂƐĂŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌĨŽƌƚŚĞůŝŶŬĞŵŽƚions-intentions, 
ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚ ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂĐƚƐĂƐĂŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌĨŽƌƚŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ-
ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐĂƐĞ ŽĨ ƉƌŝĚĞ ? dŚĞ ĨŽƌŵĞƌ ĨŝŶĚŝŶŐ ŚŝŐŚůŝŐŚƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĂŶ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?Ɛ
increased ability to experience empathy decreases his/her likelihood making an 
ethical choice as a result of experiencing pride or guilt. A possible explanation for the 
negative impact of the interaction between empathy and pride might be related to a 
type of competing influence of each variable. For example, Aaker and Williams 
 ? ? ? ? ? )ƐŚŽǁĞĚŝŶĂĐƌŽƐƐ ?ĐƵůƚƵƌĂůƉĞƌƐƵĂƐŝŽŶĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚĂůƐƚƵĚǇƚŚĂƚƉƌŝĚĞĂƉƉĞĂůƐ
are more persuasive and lead to more favourable attitudes among members of a 
collectivist culture. The negative effect of the interaction between empathy and guilt 
could be explained by the relationship between these two variables. Basil, Ridgway 
and Basil (2007) demonstrated in the context of charity donations that empathy 
generates guilt and reduces maladaptive responses. This suggests that higher levels 
of empathy might lead to higher levels of guilt and, as shown in the psychology 
literature (Gross and Thompson, 2007; Lazarus, 1991; see also results of the 
ƋƵĂůŝƚĂƚŝǀĞ ƐƚƵĚǇ ŝŶ ŚĂƉƚĞƌ  ? ) ? ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ĐĂŶ ĐŚŽŽƐĞ ƚŽ  ‘ƐǁŝƚĐŚ ŽĨĨ ? Žƌ ĞŵƉůŽǇ
coping mechanisms that would deter higher levels of negative emotions to be 
experienced. This might explain why the interaction between empathy and guilt had 
ĂŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞŽŶƚŚĞƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƚŽĞŶŐĂŐĞŝŶĂŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůƉƌŽĚƵĐƚĐŚŽŝĐĞ ? 
dŚĞĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?is a moderator has acknowledged that as 
ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ ĂďŝůŝƚǇ ƚŽ ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞ ƉƌŝĚĞ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐ ? ƚŚĞ ŽĚĚƐŽĨ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ĂŶ ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŚŽŝĐĞ
decrease. Possible explanations for this might lie in the sample characteristic i.e. the 
  
 
desire of the chosen sample to admit to or acknowledge pride as a way of attempt to 
dissociate themselves from hubristic pride. Previous research has shown that 
individuals regulate felt emotions in communication to others (i.e. pride, triumph, 
self-satisfaction and excitement are de-emphasised) as a result of perceived 
emotion-related social norms and beliefs (Zammuner, 1996). 
Overall, the results of the experimental study provided limited evidence for the 
moderator roles of the EIM dimensions but supported the hypotheses that pride and 
guilt have a positive influence on actual ethical behaviour. 
 
 6.4 Limitations of the present research 
The mixed-method design of the research presented here aimed at answering a 
series of research questions (see Section 1.2). In addition, this approach has the 
potential advantage of reducing the likelihood of a spurious finding which may result 
from the misidentification of a perceived causal relationship. While misidentification 
is often an issue for single method designs, misidentification is less likely when the 
triangulated results are consistent across multiple research methodologies. 
Nevertheless, limitations can be identified in relation to both the qualitative and 
quantitative study. These are discussed in turn below. 
Firstly, with regard to the qualitative study, the snowball convenience sample could 
ďĞƌĞŐĂƌĚĞĚĂƐĂůŝŵŝƚĂƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƐƚƵĚǇ ?ƐĨŝŶĚŝŶŐƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚŵŝŐŚƚŚĂǀĞůŝŵŝƚĞĚƚŚĞ
ability to obtain the best theoretical sample (see Section 3.4). Secondly, subjectivity 
inherent in the qualitative study could be a drawback but steps were taken to ensure 
satisfactory levels of validity and reliability (see details in Section 3.3.5). Quantitative 
methods are potentially more objective and rigorous in their testing of theory. While 
quantification can be regarded as a strength for theory testing, qualitative research 
is often essential to knowledge building (Gummesson, 2001) and the most 
appropriate method to investigate human emotions. 
Another limitation was related to the difficulty in clearly identifying coŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
emotions within the described experiences. Yet, it is reasonable given the nature of 
  
 
the research which seeks an insight into the emotional and cognitive process of 
consumers within a limited period of time and without causing any type of distress 
to the respondents. Also, the interview findings should be interpreted in the light of 
the importance that consumers place on certain areas of consumption and disposal. 
Some limitations can be identified in relation to the experimental study as well. The 
use of student sample is a potential issue. A series of counterarguments in favour of 
the selected sample are given in Section 3.4.3.  
ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ ?ůĂďŽƌĂƚŽƌǇĞǆƉĞƌŝŵĞŶƚƐŵĂǇďĞĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚďǇŝƐƐƵĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐƚŚĞƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ?
high awareness and high artificiality of the research setting, as opposed to field 
experiments (e.g. Greenberg and Tomlinson, 2004; Blumberg, Cooper and Schindler, 
2008).  However, it has been concluded that artificiality does not represent a big 
issue when testing theory (Berkowitz and Donnerstein, 1982) or examine what type 
of conditions lead to a certain type of behaviour (Carlsmith, et al., 1976). Moreover, 
the experimental design has allowed the measurement of actual behaviour which 
would not have been possible via a survey approach. Also carrying out the research 
as a field experiment in an attempt to measure behaviour in a real setting (e.g. actual 
supermarket) would have been very difficult to achieve (see Section 3.4.1 Laboratory 
experiments).  
While, within the experiment, several variables and aspects that were considered 
potential sources of bias were kept constant across the groups, other variables were 
not measured/hold constant e.g. recycling knowledge, attitudes, and perception of 
social norms. Thus the results must be interpreted in the light of these limitations. 
However, a measurement of these variables would have clearly primed the 
respondent on the nature and purpose of the research, and thus increase the 
response bias. 
The lack of significant results related to emotions predicting intentions could be 
explained by the chosen measurement for emotions (i.e. reducing the variance by 
establishing one level of measurement for guilt and pride). Alternatively, the decision 
to measure recycling intentions and then behaviour related to product choice (i.e. 
instead of actual recycling) might also explain why intentions do not mediate the link 
  
 
emotions-behaviour. A possible design for future research could imply measuring 
recycling intentions and actual recycling behaviour and to track this behaviour over 
time.  
Finally, the sample size met the minimum requirement (see Saint-Germain, 2001; 
Peduzzi et al., 1996) for the present experimental design. However, Cohen (1995) 
argues that in order to detect small effects (e.g. such as the moderator effects of 
some of the EIM dimensions) a much larger sample is required. Indeed, larger 
samples  W ceteris paribus  W always yield more precise estimates (i.e. with lower 
standards errors), so long as the estimates are consistent.  
Despite these limitations measures have been taken to limit their impact on the 
findings and they have been discussed in detail in Chapters 3, 4 and 5. Overall, it can 
be concluded that by adopting a mixed-methods approach larger research 
limitations have been avoided.  
 
6.5 Theoretical implications 
The present research has been designed to help advance knowledge in relation to 
self-conscious emotions and ethical consumption. The qualitative study was carried 
out as an exploratory study into the role of emotions (both basic and SCEs) since 
ůŝƚƚůĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŚĂƐďĞĞŶƵŶĚĞƌƚĂŬĞŶŝŶƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞ ‘ŶŽŶ-ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů ?ƐŝĚĞŽĨĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ
making in ethical consumption. As a result, a series of theoretical implications are 
generated by the results of the qualitative study and they are discussed below. 
Additionally, some of these qualitative findings also informed the design of the 
experimental study for which the implications will be discussed in detail in Section 
6.6. 
This research has main direct implications for the literature on consumer behaviour 
ĂƐ ŝƚĂĚĚƐŵŽƌĞĚĞƚĂŝůĞĚĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƌŽůĞƚŚĂƚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐƉůĂǇ ŝŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
decision making. It also contributes to literature in psychology through its detail 
insights in the anatomy of guilt i.e. the taxonomy and guilt management strategy. 
  
 
Some of the theoretical implications are evident from the proposed framework 
developed using the qualitative findings.  
The largest part of the literature dedicated to ethical consumption has focused on 
ƚŚĞ ŵŽƌĞ  ‘ƌĂƚŝŽŶĂů ? ĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ ŽĨ ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ ŵĂŬŝŶŐ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐquality, price, convenience, 
brand (e.g. Cowe and Williams, 2000; Levi and Linton, 2003), personal norms, 
responsibility and trust (Osterhus, 1997), reasons for boycotting (John and Klein 
2003), attitudes (e.g. Muldoon, 2006; Thogersen, 2005), values (e.g. Shaw et al., 
2005), and modelling of consumer rational decision making (e.g. Shaw, Shiu and 
Clarke, 2000; Uusitalo and Oksanen, 2004). Thus the present research has 
contributed to the literature on ethical consumption by moving the debate further 
from cognition-related variables and by offering evidence that emotions play a key 
role in ethical decision making. This has not been discretely examined in previous 
research. For example, anticipatory emotions  W grouped as a positive or negative 
index  W were included in the Model of Goal-Directed Behaviour (Perugini and 
Bagozzi, 2001) but these results were limited by the fact that the impact of each 
positive/negative emotions has not been individually measured but rather as part of 
an overall index. However, Carrus, Passafaro and Bonnes (2007) estimated only 
negative anticipatory emotions as predictors of pro-environmental action (i.e. use 
private means of transport rather than private car, and recycling). In contrast to 
these findings, the qualitative study of the present research demonstrates that pride 
and other positive emotions impact on decision making within the generic context of 
ethical consumption. As a result, when the effect of pride was isolated and measured 
as a discrete emotion within an experimental study, this emotion acted as significant 
ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚŽƌ ŽĨ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚ ĂƐ ĐŚŽŝĐĞŽĨ ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚ ǁŝƚŚ ƌĞĐǇĐůĂďůĞ
packaging.  
The evidence given for the role of emotions does not discount the impact of rational 
processes in decision making and this is clearly reflected in the framework 
summarising the qualitative findings (Figure 4.2 in Section 4.6) which acknowledges 
the existence of a composite evaluation based on emotional and rational 
dimensions. Previous attempts to explain decision making in ethical consumption 
were confined to quantitative approaches (e.g. Carrus, Passafaro and Bonnes, 2007; 
  
 
Shaw, Shiu and Clarke, 2000) which meant that the influence of emotions and other 
variables were not captured beyond the end outcome variables such as intentions or 
behaviour. In relation to this aspect, the qualitative findings reflect another 
contribution related to the cyclical influence of emotions. They emerged at different 
stages of consumption (i.e. in the form of anticipated, immediate and post-decision 
emotions) and their experience is likely to impact on future decisions and thus may 
become markers stored in memory (Cohen and Areni, 1991) (see link ethical choice-
positive emotions and cognitive dissonance-negative emotions in Figure 4.2). 
Among the range of positive emotions, expressed by consumers in relation to ethical 
ĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ? ƉƌŝĚĞ ĂƉƉĞĂƌĞĚ ƚŽ ďĞ ĂŶ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶƚŝĂů ĨĂĐƚŽƌ ŝŶ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶ
making. Since past research focused less on the anticipated form of positive 
emotions, the findings of the present research offer some theoretical developments 
and suggest that future research should examine in more detail the explanatory 
power of positive emotions in models of decision making.  
This research has shown that emotions inform decision beyond the mediation of 
attitudes, as the interviewees recounted intense and inconsistent emotions that 
clearly to do act via attitudes, since these consumers demonstrated an attitude-
behaviour gap. Unlike other studies which examined the attitude-behaviour gap only 
ĨŽƌ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ? ƚŚĞ ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƉƵƚ ĨŽƌǁĂƌĚďǇ ƚŚĞ ƋƵĂůŝƚĂƚŝǀĞ ƐƚƵĚǇ ĂƌĞ
ƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝŶŐƚŚĞĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚŽĨƚŚĞ  ‘ŵŽƌĞ ?ĂŶĚ  ‘ůĞƐƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐĂŶĚďĞǇŽŶĚŽŶĞ
ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂƐƉĞĐƚŽĨĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵƉƚŝŽŶ ?Ğ ?Ő ?ĨŽŽĚŵĂƌŬĞƚƐŝŶDĐĂĐŚĞƌŶĞƚĂů ? ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? )
study). The findings related to dissonant behaviour also contributed to the literature 
by revealing systematic incongruent behaviour even within the same product 
category for the same individual (e.g. choice or product with impact on the 
environment). Regarding the attitude-behaviour gap, it was also concluded that self-
conscious emotions play a role bridging the attitude-behaviour gap as positive and 
negative emotions encourage ethical behaviour, but also in opening the gap as some 
hedonic emotions drive consumers towards unethical purchases. The explanation 
found for this complex behaviour was related to a type of compensatory process 
that consumers, with different degrees of ethical orientation, have engaged in.  
  
 
The compensatory process appears to allow consumers to switch regularly between 
ethical and unethical choices. The idea that consumers would use a balancing act in 
consumption situations was theoretically proposed by Beruchashvili, Gentry and 
WƌŝĐĞ  ? ? ? ? ? )ƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶŽůŽŐǇŽĨ  ‘ŵĞŶƚĂůĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐ ?ĨŽƌĐŚŽŝĐĞƐǁŝƚŚĂŵŽƌĂů
dimension. As a result, the present findings offered empirical evidence for this 
theoretical proposition and showed that emotions are connected to this process via 
the ethical/moral dimension that defines consumption situations. The evidence that 
the patterns of compensatory behaviour and dissonant behaviour (with 
accompanying justifications) were pertinent to both genders challenged the findings 
of previous studies (e.g. Balderjahn, 1988; McIntyre, Meloche and Lewis, 1993; Starr, 
2009) that over-emphasised the role of demographic variables in explaining 
behaviour.  
KĨƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝƐƚŚĞŝĚĞĂƚŚĂƚĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐŵĂŬĞƵƐĞŽĨ ‘ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐ ?ďĂƐĞĚŽŶ
ƚŚĞƵƐĞŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?>ĞǀĂǀĂŶĚDĂĐŐƌĂǁ ? ? ? ? ? )ƚĂůŬĂďŽƵƚ ‘ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂůĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐ ?ŝŶ
the terms of people endeavouring not to spend negatively tagged money on hedonic 
products/services for their own benefit, but rather engage in utilitarian or virtuous 
ĞǆƉĞŶĚŝƚƵƌĞƐ ƚŽ  ‘ůĂƵŶĚĞƌ ? ƚŚĞŝƌ ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? dŚƵƐ ƚŚĞ ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ
findings porƚƌĂǇ  ‘ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů ĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŝŶŐ ? ĨƌŽŵ Ă ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞ ? ĂƐ ŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞ
emotions are not generated by money but rather by previous unethical choices. Such 
findings not only extend those of Levav and Macgraw (2009) but also encourage 
consumer researcher to approach decision making from a different angle, where the 
consumer does not follow a neat sequence of decision making (e.g. such as that 
suggested by the Theory of Planned Behaviour) but much more complex, with both 
elements of planning and emotion-driven impulsiveness.  
The qualitative stage of the present research led to the development of a guilt 
taxonomy (see Figure 4.1 in Section 4.5.2). Research carried out in various areas of 
generic or consumption behaviour have identified various types of guilt (e.g. 
predispositional guilt and chronic guilt in relation to issues of mental health, 
prosocial behaviour, and religiosity  W Quiles and Bybee, 1997; reactive guilt, 
anticipatory guilt and existential guilt in guilt appeals  W Rawlings, 1970; Izard, 1977; 
Ruth and Faber, 1988; social guilt and private guilt in charitable giving  W Hibbert et al. 
  
 
2007). The presence of these various classifications of guilt is determined by the 
context of research and by which characteristics and properties of guilt as a SCE 
become dominant in that situation. As a result, the guilt taxonomy that emerged 
from the qualitative data contributes to the knowledge of guilt elicitation and 
manifestation in general, but more importantly to the understanding of its influence 
in ethical-consumption related decisions. The present guilt taxonomy contributed to 
the development of a theory that explains how and why the intensity of guilt varies. 
The three dimensions that define the guilt categories are embedded in the data but 
also emerged from the psychology literature about self-conscious emotions i.e. 
context, agent of evaluation, and level of intensity varies according to the other two 
dimensions. While context is an important dimension in the development of 
taxonomies, the present research has also demonstrated that, within the more 
general context of ethical consumption, sub-dimensions can help discriminate 
between the types and intensities of guilt as experienced by consumers i.e. sentient 
(human and animal) versus non-sentient (plants, trees). More important than the 
dichotomisation of the dimensions context (sentient versus non-sentient) and agent 
of evaluation (self versus others) is the fact that the intensity of the emotions varies 
according to these categories and this has direct implications for marketing 
communications (see Section 6.6). The interaction between the three dimensions 
make an additional theoretical contribution  in the sense that they can help explain 
when and how much guilt an individual could experience and to what extent it does 
not carry into their consumption decisions. 
Another explanation developed for the inconsistent influence that guilt has in 
determining ethical choices is related to the use of guilt management strategies (i.e. 
outcome/expediency oriented actions, introspection, diminishing net impacts, and 
the use of positive emotions). The findings related to guilt management strategies 
represent a contribution to the literature on cognitive dissonance. Previous research 
has identified generic dissonance reduction strategies  that were connected mainly 
to cognitive aspects such as: search for consonant information (Engel, 1963), 
distortion of provided information that is inharmonious with behaviour or purchase 
(Kassarjian and Cohen, 1965), attitude change, recall of consonant information, 
  
 
avoidance of dissonant information (Oshikawa, 1969). While there are some 
similarities with these generic strategies, the guilt management strategies for ethical 
consumption choice include also novel insights into how guilt is counteracted, 
ƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇ ǀŝĂ  ‘ŝŶƚƌŽƐƉĞĐƚŝŽŶ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ? /ŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŚĂƐ ĂůƐŽ
been obtained about regret management technique such as ignorance, justifications 
(e.g. limited ability to react in hindsight; convenience) and promises for improved 
future behaviour. Altogether, the use of both guilt and regret management 
ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ ŽĨĨĞƌĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞ ĨŽƌůůŝŽƚƚ ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƚŚĞŽƌĞƚŝĐĂů ŵŽĚĞůǁŚŝĐŚĂĐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐ
ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ? ƵƐĞ ŽĨ ƉŽƐƚ-hoc rationalisation in order to manage negative emotions. 
The emotional regulation strategies identified here also offer an explanation for how 
the attitude-behaviour gap is managed and sustained over time. 
 
6.6 Practical implications  
The results of the qualitative study have both theoretical and practical implications. 
tŚŝůĞƚŚĞĨŽƌŵĞƌŝƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŵĞĐŚĂŶŝƐŵƐǁŝƚŚ
a particular focus on the role of emotions, the latter were expressed in terms of the 
application of such findings in the realm of marketing communications, packaging, 
merchandising and segmentation. Some of the managerial implications resulted 
from the qualitative study were tested through the experimental design while others 
can only be presented here in the absence of further quantitative evidence. 
The interview findings showed that both pride and guilt are salient emotions and 
ƚŚĂƚ ƚŚĞǇ ŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ? ĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐ ŝŶ ŵĂŶǇ ƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶƐ ǁŝƚŚŝŶ ƚŚĞ ŐĞŶĞƌŝĐ
context of ethical consumption. Based on this, the experimental study has shown 
that adverts inducing pride or guilt about recycling behaviour can lead to ethical 
product choices (i.e. chocolate with full recyclable packaging versus chocolate with 
non-recyclable packaging). Since both types of adverts generated the expected effect 
i.e. increased the probability of ethical behaviour, this indicated that both 
approaches can be used in marketing communications. Given the fact that 
consumers respond differently to different emotions and that the data collected 
showed that the individual level of guilt and pride varied from one person to another 
  
 
(i.e. the same advert generated a level of pride and guilt that varied from 1 to 5), it 
became clear that the use of each emotion would be appropriate for different types 
of consumers. The review of the existing literature indicated that marketing 
communications based on pride are limited in the area of ethical 
consumption/recycling. The findings of the experimental study also respond to the 
call of some researchers to investigate positive emotions as an alternative extant 
social marketing communications which over-rely on negative emotions such as fear, 
shame and guilt and which are largely ineffective in certain situations (e.g. Brennan 
and Binney, 2010). Thus the success of the experimental manipulation of pride can 
help practitioners to develop substitutes for marketing communications (beyond the 
context of recycling) particularly for consumers that do not respond to negative 
appeals/adverts due to the use of emotional management and coping strategies. 
Positive emotions-loaded marketing communications can be seen as an effective 
solution because consumers described satisfaction, contentment and pride as 
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶĂů ƌĞǁĂƌĚƐ ? Ǉ ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚŝŶŐ ƚŚĞ ƌŽůĞ ŽĨ ƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ŝŶ ŽŶĞ ?Ɛ
compensatory behaviour, marketing communications could generate more frequent 
engagement in ethical behaviour. 
The experimental study also indicated that an increased ability to recognise 
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐŝŵƉĂĐƚƐŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇŽŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ƚĞŶĚĞŶĐǇƚŽŵĂŬĞĂŶĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŚŽŝĐĞ ?dŚŝƐ
finding can ŚĂǀĞƐŽŵĞŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĂĚǀĞƌƚ ?ƐĚĞƐŝŐŶ ?&ŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ƚŚĞ
message or collection of images could be carefully considered so that the feeling of 
pride is not too explicitly expressed because people could react in the opposite 
manner. A potential explanation for this could be the desire to avoid any links with 
hubristic pride. 
/Ŷ ƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŐƵŝůƚ ĂŶĚ ŝƚƐ ƚĂǆŽŶŽŵǇ ? ƚŚĞ ĚŝŵĞŶƐŝŽŶƐ ‘ĐŽŶƚĞǆƚ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ĂŐĞŶƚ ŽĨ
ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ? ŚĂǀĞ ŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĨŽƌ ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ ĂƐ ƚŚĞǇ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞ ƚŚĞ
degree of intensity that consumers feel within each of the four categories. According 
to the desired outcome or context, marketers can design adverts that are aimed to 
prompt individual types of guilt or a combination.  
  
 
The identification of guilt and regret management strategies are of relevance to 
ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐ ƉƌĂĐƚŝƚŝŽŶĞƌƐ ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞǇ ĐĂŶ ŚĞůƉ ĐŽŵƉƌĞŚĞŶĚ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
obliviousness to some marketing communications that employ negative emotions 
such as fear, guilt and shame (Brennan and Binney, 2010). Knowledge about how 
consumers manage their negative emotions could be also of use for marketers since 
counteracting strategies could be employed in other marketing communications i.e. 
strategies aimed at neutralising the techniques that allow consumers to justify and 
sustain their less ethical behaviour. However, the findings also indicate how 
ĐŽŵƉĂŶŝĞƐĐůĂŝŵŝŶŐƚŽŵĂƌŬĞƚ ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚƐŵŝŐŚƚĞǆƉůŽŝƚĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƉŽƐƐŝďůǇƚŽ
the detriment of the consumer. 
Beyond the marketing communications implications, the represent findings entail 
implications of merchandising, particularly in terms of packaging and product 
displays. With regards to packaging, in the pre-testing phases of the present research 
it was found that consumers can much easily distinguish the recyclable packaging if 
this includes some type of logo that states the recyclable feature. So logos not only 
speed up the identification of the products/services but they also facilitate ethical 
choice by offering additional information in a simplified form. Logos have been 
scarcely adopted in some areas of ethical consumption such as fair-trade, air miles, 
animal testing, but they have not been used to signal the recyclable feature of 
product packaging. While some information is provided on the back of the product 
packaging this is minimal and in a rather confusing form for consumers (i.e. who 
cannot distinguish polymer id codes
41
). Furthermore, the symbols do not necessarily 
mean that the plastic product can be recycled and thus they often cause confusion. 
This implication is of particular interest to managers. Packaging and corresponding 
logos can be used to better position their products and take advantage of the 
 ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂůůǇ-ŵŝŶĚĞĚ ?ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐĞŐŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚǁŽƵůĚďĞĨĂĐĞĚǁŝƚŚĂŵƵĐŚĞĂƐŝĞƌŽƉƚŝŽŶ
when searching for environmentally-friendly products. Such a packaging strategy 
ŵŝŐŚƚĂůƐŽĚƌĂǁƚŚĞĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ƐůŝŐŚƚůǇĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐǁŚŽĚŽŶŽƚĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇ
search for such features. 
                                                          
41
 Polymer id codes are known as: 1=PET, 2=HDPE, 3=PVC, 4=LDPE, 5=PP, 6=PS, 7-19= other types of 
plastic. Source: http://www.south-norfolk.gov.uk/environment/2550.asp 
  
 
Product packaging should be coupled, when possible, with enhanced physical 
product presentation in retail environments. A clear identification of the products 
with recyclable packing could be improved by using special section displays and end-
of-aisle displays. Overall, the practical implications would relate to marketing 
strategy, particularly in terms of packaging, new product development and 
promotion. 
DĐĂĐŚĞƌŶ Ğƚ Ăů ? ?Ɛ  ? ? ? ? ? ) ƐƚƵĚǇ ƐŚŽǁĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ  ‘ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐ ? ŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ŽĨĨĞƌ ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ
such as time, convenience, and price for their unethical choices and thus show signs 
ŽĨ Ă  ‘ĨůĞǆŝůĞ ? ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? dŚĞ ƉƌĞƐĞŶt research demonstrates that dissonant and 
ĐŽŵƉĞŶƐĂƚŽƌǇďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌŝƐĞďŽƚŚƚŚĞ ‘ŵŽƌĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ůĞƐƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐĂůĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?
This has implications in relation to market segmentation. Since all consumers, 
irrespective of the strength of their ethical orientation, show signs of compensatory 
behaviour and use of emotional management strategies, a segmentation according 
ƚŽ ƚŚĞŝƌ  ‘ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐ ? ŵŝŐŚƚ ŶŽƚ ďĞ ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐ ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ ŵĂƌŬĞƚŝŶŐ
communications that target different segments would not be required. 
 
 6.7 Recommendations for future research 
The findings as well as the limitations of the current research suggested several 
directions for future research. The interview findings should be interpreted in the 
light of the importance that consumers placed on certain areas of consumption and 
disposal. Future research should be conducted to substantiate these findings. A 
longitudinal study is required in order to monitor choice and behaviour over time as 
ƚŚĞ ƐƚƵĚǇ ƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚ ŚĞƌĞ ƌĞůŝĞƐ ŽŶ ƚŚĞ ƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶƚƐ ?ŵĞmory. Since the results 
showed that the same individual can behave differently in a different context and 
ƚŚĂƚ ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐ Žƌ ƐĞŐŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ŝŶƚŽ ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ ƐƵĐŚ ĂƐ  ‘ĞƚŚŝĐĂů ?
ĂŶĚ  ‘ƵŶĞƚŚŝĐĂů ? ŵĂǇ ŶŽƚ ďĞ ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ ? ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ĐŽƵůĚ ŝŶǀestigate in more 
detail particular manifestations of consumer ethical/unethical behaviour in some of 
the contexts that were identified in the present study.  The guilt taxonomy could also 
be the basis of further research that would attempt to test their reliability. The 
persuasion power of each of the four guilt types could be also tested in similar 
  
 
experimental designs and compared to the findings of the present experimental 
study which employed a mix between guilt for the sentient and guilt for the non-
sentient. This would have direct practical applications for designing the most 
effective type of guilt-inducing marketing communications. 
The present experimental study showed that consumers respond positively to 
medium levels of guilt (as previously suggested in the literature e.g. Coulter and 
Pinto, 1999) and pride, with the latter emotion being marginally more effective than 
the former. Bennett (1998) suggested that at high levels of intensity guilt changes 
into shame so future research could examine changĞƐŝŶĐŽŶƐƵŵĞƌƐ ?ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐǁŚĞŶ
higher levels of pride and guilt are induced.  
Another suggestion for future research is a repeated experimental study which 
would examine the extent to which adverts preserve their persuasive power over 
time and how guilt defence mechanisms interfere in the long term exposure (e.g. the 
mechanisms of guilt reduction and guilt avoidance; Kubany and Watson, 2003). 
Moreover, since it was found that the same advert can generate various levels of 
guilt and pride respectively, other studies could look into the moderation effects of 
other variables such as personality traits, self-esteem levels that might explain these 
different responses to marketing communications. 
The theoretical framework presented in Section 4.6 offers a snapshot into the 
decision making process as it synthesise the qualitative findings and shows the role 
played by emotions (here including SCEs) in this process. Other specific variables  W 
whether or not discussed in the data analysis section  W have been summarised in the 
ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌǇ  ‘ĐŽŐŶŝƚŝǀĞ ĞǀĂůƵĂƚŝŽŶ ? ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ƚŚĞ ŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ŽĨ ƚŚŝƐ ƐƚƵĚǇ ĂŶĚ ƚŝŵĞ
restriction did not allow their examination in more detail. Future research could 
elaborate on these aspects in more detail. 
Future research could also be carried out on a larger scale (i.e. with a bigger sample) 
or could use a different sample (e.g. non-student sample) and test the reliability of 





This chapter has discussed the findings of the present research in the light of 
previous studies, the five research objectives and with regards to the theoretical and 
practical implications of the present research. 
The research offered evidence for the role that emotions, in particular pride and 
guilt, play in ethical/unethical choices in the context of ethical consumption. It has 
ďĞĞŶ ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ ƚŚĂƚ ĚŝƐƐŽŶĂŶƚ ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ŝƐ ƚŚĞ ŶŽƌŵ ĨŽƌ ƚŚĞ  ‘ŵŽƌĞ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ůĞƐƐ ?
ethical consumers, who make use of different justification to defend their choices. It 
was also found that consumers use a type of compensatory process that helps them 
balance their ethical and unethical consumption decisions. Detailed information was 
also revealed in terms of emotions, particularly about guilt and pride which emerged 
as the two most salient emotions. The findings about guilt lead to the development 
of a guilt taxonomy with both theoretical and practical implications, while the 
ƵŶĐŽǀĞƌĞĚŐƵŝůƚŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐĐŽƵůĚŚĞůƉĞǆƉůĂŝŶƐŽŵĞ ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?ĂďŝůŝƚǇ
to override existing attitudes and, more generically, their consumption choices. 
Pride and guilt, as elicited by video adverts, were shown to predict actual ethical 
behaviour  W measured as choice of a product with recyclable packaging. The 
hypotheses about the moderating nature of the emotional information dimensions 
ǁĞƌĞ ƉĂƌƚŝĂůůǇ ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚ ? ǁŝƚŚ  ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ŽĨ ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? ĂŶĚ  ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ? ĂĐƚŝŶŐ ĂƐ
moderators. 
The aforementioned findings make clear the contribution of this thesis. The 
theoretical contributions are related to providing evidence for the manifestation of 
self-conscious emotions in ethical consumption and their specific impact on single or 
recurrent decisions. In particular, the use of compensatory behaviour, the guilt 
taxonomy and the use of guilt management strategies advance theory and provide 
empirical support for previous theoretical propositions. The practical implications of 
the current research are mainly related to development of marketing 
communications that can employ both pride- and guilt-inducing messages to 
encourage ethical decisions beyond the context of recycling. The finding that pride 
generates a positive response and determines an increased probability of making an 
  
 
ethical choice  W as compared to a control group  W offer a new option for marketers 
and policy makers who discovered that, at times, marketing communications 
employing negative emotions do not generate the desired result. 
Overall, this research has provided a complex set of results, some of which did not 
support initial expectations. However, much of the work presented here can be seen 
as building knowledge regarding the role of self-conscious emotions in decisions 
making, within the specific context of ethical consumption. It also offers empirical 
support for important theoretical concepts and provides marketers, managers and 
policy makers potential avenues to be explored in the quest to use marketing 
communications as a tool for proliferating ethical choices. Such a development 
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Plutchik (1962, 1980) Fear, anger, sadness, joy, acceptance, disgust, 
anticipation, astonishment 
Scott (1980) Fear, anger, loneliness, pleasure, love, anxiety, 
curiosity 
Epstein (1984) Fear, anger, sadness, joy, love 
Neural approaches  
Tomkins (1962, 1963) Fear, anger, enjoyment, interest, disgust, surprise, 
shame, contempt, distress 
Izard (1972, 1977) Fear, anger, enjoyment, interest, disgust, surprise, 
shame/shyness, contempt, distress, guilt 
Panksepp (1982) Fear, rage, panic, expectancy 
Psychoanalytic approaches  
Arieti (1970) Fear, rage, satisfaction, tension, appetite 
Brenner (1980) Pleasure, unpleasure 
Autonomic approach  
&ƌŽŵŵĞĂŶĚK ?ƌŝĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? ) Fear, anger, grief/resignation, joy, elation, 
satisfaction, shock 
Facial expression approaches  
Ekman (1973) Fear, anger, sadness, happiness, disgust, surprise 
Osgood (1966) Fear, anger, anxiety-sorrow, joy, quiet pleasure, 
interest/expectancy, amazement, boredom, disgust 
Empirical classification approaches  
Shaver and Schwartz (1984) Fear, anger, sadness, happiness, love 
Fehr and Russell (1985) Fear, anger, sadness, happiness, love 
  
 
Developmental approaches  
Sroufe (1979) Fear, anger, pleasure 
Trevarthen (1984) Fear, anger, sadness, happiness 
Malatesta and Haviland (1982) Fear, anger, joy, interest, browflash, pain, knitbrow 
Emde (1980) Fear, anger, sadness, joy, interest, surprise, distress, 
shame, shyness, disgust, guilt 
  
Source: Kemper (1987: 266) 
 
 
Characteristics which distinguish basic emotions from one another and from other 
affective phenomena 
 Basic with regard to 
 Distinctive states Biological contribution 
Distinctive universal signals x x 
Presence in other primates  x 
Distinctive physiology x x 
Distinctive universals in antecedent events x x 
Coherence among emotional response  x 
Quick onset  x 
Brief duration  x 
Automatic appraisal  x 
Unbidden occurrence   x 
 










Assurance of anonymity and confidentiality  
 
 ? ? ?/ĐĞ-ďƌĞĂŬŝŶŐ ?ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐ 
Do you have any hobbies? 
What are the things that you enjoy purchasing the most? 
Have you got any favourite brands/shops? 
 
2.  Implication of consumption habits 
Do you ever think about the implications of your consumption habits? 
Do you ever think about the implications of your disposal habits? 
 
3. Describing an ethical choice 
Can you remember a recent consumption choice that you consider ethical? 
Why did you make that decision? 
How did that make you feel?  




How long did that feeling last? 
Was that a pleasant emotion? If not, how did you deal with it? 
If you were to change something about that situation or about yourself what would 
you change? 
 
3. Describing an unethical choice 
Can you remember a recent consumption choice that you consider unethical? 
Why did you make that decision? 
How did that make you feel?  
What emotions have you experienced before, during and after that 
purchase/disposal decision? 
How long did that feeling last? 
Was that a pleasant emotion? If not, how did you deal with it? 
If you were to change something about that situation or about yourself what would 
you change? 
 
4. Pro-social behaviour and generic concern for ethical consumption 
Do you give to charities? How often? 
Have you recently/ever volunteered? 
Do you go on holidays abroad? How often do you travel? What means of transport 
do you use? 
In which supermarket do you go shopping? Why? 




5. Socio-demographic questions 
Can you please state your age? 
 
What is your gender? 
 
What is your level of education? 
 
What is your marital status? 
 




















APPENDIX 3.3  






Sampling   Open sampling  W heterogeneous sample seeking to maximise the 
variation in experiences 
 Theoretical sampling  W aim is the saturation of emerging categories and 
concepts; the number of respondents is not important 
Data collection In-depth interviewing  W participants are asked to reflect on their 
experiences; a few broad introductory questions can be used and 
followed by probing and follow-up questions 
 Data collection proceeds until so called theoretical saturation is 
achieved which means that new data does not add new information. 
Data analysis Use of detailed memo-writing 
 Hierarchical coding processes: open coding, axial coding and selective 
coding 
 Categories/concepts and their qualities/properties are generated from 
the data rather ƚŚĂŶďĞŝŶŐĚŝƌĞĐƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƌ ?ƐŚǇƉŽƚŚĞƐĞƐĂŶĚ
preconceptions. 
 Identification and verification of relations between emerging categories 
and between categories and their properties in the data ensure that 
these conceptual relationships are grounded in the data. 
 Identification of a core category is central for the integration of other 
categories into a conceptual framework or theory grounded in the data. 
 





APPENDIX 3.4  
Printed version of the pride advert 
 
 ‘You ƌĞ^ĂǀŝŶŐƚŚĞtŽƌůĚďǇZĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ? 
 
Recycling changes the world. Because you are recycling you change the world for the better! 
 
Materials like paper, plastic, metals are recycled all over the UK.  
 
Recycling paper will save our trees from extinction. When you recycle paper and use recycled paper 
for printing, you contribute to saving our trees. By recycling over 1 tonne of paper and you will save 
17 trees, 1 727 litres of oil, 3 cubic metres of landfill space, 4000 KW of energy and 31 820 litres of 
water. Any steps that you take towards protecting the environment, small or big, are important!  
 
   * 17  * 1,727 litres   * 3 cubic metres 
 




Recycling plastic bags will save our ocean life. If you have recycled plastic bags, no matter how much, 
ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞƚŚƵƐŵĂĚĞĂŶĞĨĨŽƌƚƚŽƐĂǀĞŽƵƌŽĐĞĂŶůŝĨĞ ?zŽƵƐƚŽƉƉĞĚĂƚůĞĂƐƚŽŶĞďĂŐůǇŝŶŐĂƌŽƵŶĚĨŽƌ ? ? ?
years until it decomposes!  
  
 
tŝƚŚ ĞǀĞƌǇ ƉůĂƐƚŝĐ ďŽƚƚůĞ ƚŚĂƚ ǇŽƵ ?ǀĞ ƌĞĐǇcled you have powered a 60W light bulb for six hours. 
zŽƵ ?ǀĞƐĂǀĞĚĞŶĞƌŐǇĂŶĚƉƌŽƚĞĐƚĞĚƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? 
 
 * 6 hours 
 Metals are used in many products. When you put an aluminium can into a recycling bin, you made a 
wise choice because it became a new can in less than 6 weeks. Keep it up!   
 
     
 
You probably use a computer every day and a computer is a great example of recycling metals. The 
computer parts are made into reusable goods. This creates new jobs and opportunities. You recycle 




So feel proud about the big or small contributions that you make. Every little helps. Each 
of us should feel good about ourselves and about the part we play in protecting the 





















Questionnaire (control group) 
1. Please rate (by ticking) each statement below according to how well it describes YOU.       
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 never 
like me 















I do not get upset or frustrated when 
inconvenienced. 
       
When I see someone being taken 
advantage of, I feel kind of protective 
toward them. 
       
/ĚŽŶ ?ƚůĞƚanxiety keep me from 
accomplishing my goals. 
       
I keep going in the face of 
difficulty/misfortune. 
       
I am often quite touched by things I see 
happen. 
       
I do not let bad moods ruin my day.        
/ƚƌǇƚŽůŽŽŬĂƚĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?ƐƐŝĚĞŽĨĂ
disagreement before I make a decision. 
       
I never give up when I am faced with a 
challenge. 
       
I can soothe or contain distressing 
ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐƐŽƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚŬĞĞƉŵĞĨƌŽŵ
doing things I need to do. 
       
When I am upset at someone, I usually 
try to  “ƉƵƚŵǇƐĞůĨŝŶƚŚĞŝƌƐŚŽĞƐ ?ĨŽƌĂ
while. 
       
I easily recognize my emotions.        
I keep trying in the face of obstacles.        
I am able to maintain my composure 
when things do not go well. 
       
I am aware of even subtle emotions as I 
have them. 
       
I often have tender, concerned feelings 
for people less fortunate than me. 
       
I continue to try even when it seems 
hopeless. 
       
I believe there are two sides to every 
question and try to look at both sides. 
       
I have the will to win.        
I maintain control when I feel 
threatened. 
       
I know why my emotions change.        
KƚŚĞƌƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐŵŝƐĨŽƌƚƵŶĞƐĚŝƐƚƵƌďŵĞĂ
great deal. 
       
Before criticizing somebody, I try to 
imagine how I would feel if I were in 
their shoes. 
       
I would describe myself as a pretty soft-
hearted person. 
       
I understand why I react the way I do in 
situations. 
       
I have control over my emotions.        
ǀĞŶŝĨ/ ?ŵƐƵƌĞ/ ?ŵƌŝŐŚƚĂďŽƵƚ
something I spend the time to listen to 
ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?arguments. 
       
ID number:   
  
 
2. Please answer the questions below: 
What proportion of your waste do you recycle in the bins provided by the Council? Please circle the 
appropriate number: 
1) Less than 25%     2) 25%-50%        3) 51-75%      4) 76-100% 
What ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞŽĨŝƚĞŵƐƚŚĂƚĐĂŶ ?ƚďĞƌĞĐǇĐůĞĚŝŶƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůďŝŶƐĚŽǇŽƵƚĂŬĞƚŽƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐĞĚ
recycling centres? Write in the box the appropriate percentage  
Does anybody else (e.g. parent, sibling, housemate/flatmate) recycle your waste?   
























3. You have watched the video about the music of Hawaii. How did the video make you feel?  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 not at all very little somewhat much very 
much 
I feel accomplished      
I feel angry      
I feel ashamed      
I feel condescending/superior      
I feel confident      
I feel disgusted      
I feel embarrassed      
I feel fulfilled      
I feel guilty      
I feel happy      
I feel I am in the wrong      
I feel I deserve to be blamed      
I feel I like undoing some things I have done 
in the past 
     
/ĨĞĞů/ƐŚŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞŵĂĚĞƐŽŵĞĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ
/ ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ 
     
/ĨĞĞů/ ?ŵŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚŝƐŵĂƚƚĞƌ      
I feel like I am a productive/useful person      
I feel like I have achieved something       
I feel like I have self-worth      
I feel like I want to be forgiven      
I feel like I wanted to make up for what I 
have done wrong in the past 
     
I feel proud      
I feel regretful      
I feel sad      
I feel satisfied      
I feel scared      
I feel shy      
I feel surprised      













4. Please state your future intentions as described by the sentences below.  













I will recycle paper.        
I will avoid buying products that 
are made from endangered 
animals. 
       
I will recycle cardboard.        
I will make an effort to avoid 
products or services that cause 
environmental damage. 
       
I will recycle aluminium cans.        
I will avoid using products that 
pollute the air. 
       
I will recycle magazines.        
I will limit my use of energy 
such as electricity or natural gas 
to reduce my impact on the 
environment. 
       
I will recycle steel/tin cans.        
Whenever possible, I will walk, 
ride a bike, car pool, or use 
public transportation to help 
reduce air pollution. 
       
I will recycle plastic containers.        
I will avoid buying from 
companies that harm 
endangered plants or animals. 
       
I will avoid buying products that 
pollute the water. 
       
5.  About yourself: 
What is your age? _______years 
What is your gender? (Please tick one box)  
Where do you live? (Please tick one box. Where appropriate, fill in the number of your housemates) 
Student halls  
Living on my own  
Shared house/flat  How many people do you share with?  Q Q Q Q Q ?ƉĞŽƉůĞ 
What is your nationality? _____________________ 
 What type of student are you? 
 
Male  Female  




Questionnaire (guilt group) 
1. Please rate (by ticking) each statement below according to how well it describes YOU.      
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 never 
like me 















I do not get upset or frustrated when 
inconvenienced. 
       
When I see someone being taken 
advantage of, I feel kind of protective 
toward them. 
       
/ĚŽŶ ?ƚůĞƚĂŶǆŝĞƚǇŬĞĞƉŵĞĨƌŽŵ
accomplishing my goals. 
       
I keep going in the face of 
difficulty/misfortune. 
       
I am often quite touched by things I see 
happen. 
       
I do not let bad moods ruin my day.        
/ƚƌǇƚŽůŽŽŬĂƚĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?ƐƐŝĚĞŽĨĂ
disagreement before I make a decision. 
       
I never give up when I am faced with a 
challenge. 
       
I can soothe or contain distressing 
ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐƐŽƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚŬĞĞƉŵĞĨƌŽŵ
doing things I need to do. 
       
When I am upset at someone, I usually 
ƚƌǇƚŽ “ƉƵƚŵǇƐĞůĨŝŶƚŚĞŝƌƐŚŽĞƐ ?ĨŽƌĂ
while. 
       
I easily recognize my emotions.        
I keep trying in the face of obstacles.        
I am able to maintain my composure 
when things do not go well. 
       
I am aware of even subtle emotions as I 
have them. 
       
I often have tender, concerned feelings 
for people less fortunate than me. 
       
I continue to try even when it seems 
hopeless. 
       
I believe there are two sides to every 
question and try to look at both sides. 
       
I have the will to win.        
I maintain control when I feel 
threatened. 
       
I know why my emotions change.        
Other ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐŵŝƐĨŽƌƚƵŶĞƐĚŝƐƚƵƌďŵĞĂ
great deal. 
       
Before criticizing somebody, I try to 
imagine how I would feel if I were in 
their shoes. 
       
I would describe myself as a pretty soft-
hearted person. 
       
I understand why I react the way I do in 
situations. 
       
I have control over my emotions.        
ǀĞŶŝĨ/ ?ŵƐƵƌĞ/ ?ŵƌŝŐŚƚĂďŽƵƚ
something I spend the time to listen to 
ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ? 
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2. Please answer the questions below: 
What proportion of your waste do you recycle in the bins provided by the Council? Please circle the 
appropriate number: 
1) Less than 25%     2) 25%-50%        3) 51-75%      4) 76-100% 
tŚĂƚƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞŽĨŝƚĞŵƐƚŚĂƚĐĂŶ ?ƚďĞƌĞĐǇĐůĞĚŝŶƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůďŝŶƐĚŽǇŽƵƚĂŬĞƚŽƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐĞĚ
recycling centres? Write in the box the appropriate percentage  
Does anybody else (e.g. parent, sibling, housemate/flatmate) recycle your waste?   























3. You have watched the video about the negative effects of not recycling. How did the video make 
you feel?  
 1 2 3 4 5 
 not at all very little somewhat much very 
much 
I am surprised by this matter.      
I feel accomplished with my recycling 
contribution. 
     
I feel angry about this matter.      
I feel ashamed by my recycling contribution.      
I feel condescending/superior about with 
my recycling contribution. 
     
I feel confident due to my recycling 
contribution. 
     
I feel disgusted about this matter.       
I feel embarrassed with my recycling 
contribution. 
     
I feel fulfilled by the results of my recycling 
contribution. 
     
I feel guilty about my recycling contribution.      
I feel happy with my recycling contribution.      
I feel I am in the wrong with my recycling 
contribution. 
     
I feel I deserve to be blamed for my limited 
recycling contribution. 
     
/ĨĞĞů/ƐŚŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞŵĂĚĞƐŽŵĞĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ
/ ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ ? 
     
/ĨĞĞů/ ?ŵŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚŝƐŵĂƚƚĞƌ ?      
I feel like I am a productive/useful person 
due to my recycling contribution. 
     
I feel like I have achieved something with 
my recycling contribution. 
     
I feel like I have self-worth due to my 
recycling contribution. 
     
I feel like I want to be forgiven for some 
ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ/ ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞŝŶƚŚĞpast. 
     
I feel like I want to make up for my limited 
recycling contribution. 
     
/ĨĞĞůůŝŬĞƵŶĚŽŝŶŐƐŽŵĞĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ/ ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞ
in the past. 
     
I feel proud about my recycling 
contribution. 
     
I feel regretful about my recycling 
contribution. 
     
I feel sad about my recycling contribution.      
I feel satisfied with my recycling 
contribution. 
     
I feel scared about this matter.      
I feel shy about this matter.      





4. Please state your future intentions as described by the sentences below.  













I will recycle paper.        
I will avoid buying products that 
are made from endangered 
animals. 
       
I will recycle cardboard.        
I will make an effort to avoid 
products or services that cause 
environmental damage. 
       
I will recycle aluminium cans.        
I will avoid using products that 
pollute the air. 
       
I will recycle magazines.        
I will limit my use of energy 
such as electricity or natural gas 
to reduce my impact on the 
environment. 
       
I will recycle steel/tin cans.        
Whenever possible, I will walk, 
ride a bike, car pool, or use 
public transportation to help 
reduce air pollution. 
       
I will recycle plastic containers.        
I will avoid buying from 
companies that harm 
endangered plants or animals. 
       
I will avoid buying products that 
pollute the water. 
       
5.  About yourself: 
What is your age? _______years 
What is your gender? (Please tick one box)  
Where do you live? (Please tick one box. Where appropriate, fill in the number of your housemates) 
Student halls  
Living on my own  
Shared house/flat  How many people do you share with?  Q Q Q Q Q ?ƉĞŽƉůĞ 
What is your nationality? _____________________ 
 What type of student are you? 
 
Male  Female  




Questionnaire (pride group) 
1. Please rate (by ticking) each statement below according to how well it describes YOU.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 never 
like me 















I do not get upset or frustrated when 
inconvenienced. 
       
When I see someone being taken 
advantage of, I feel kind of protective 
toward them. 
       
/ĚŽŶ ?ƚůĞƚĂŶǆŝĞƚǇŬĞĞƉŵĞĨƌŽŵ
accomplishing my goals. 
       
I keep going in the face of 
difficulty/misfortune. 
       
I am often quite touched by things I see 
happen. 
       
I do not let bad moods ruin my day.        
/ƚƌǇƚŽůŽŽŬĂƚĞǀĞƌǇďŽĚǇ ?ƐƐŝĚĞŽĨĂ
disagreement before I make a decision. 
       
I never give up when I am faced with a 
challenge. 
       
I can soothe or contain distressing 
ĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐƐŽƚŚĞǇĚŽŶ ?ƚŬĞĞƉŵĞĨƌŽŵ
doing things I need to do. 
       
When I am upset at someone, I usually 
ƚƌǇƚŽ “ƉƵƚŵǇƐĞůĨŝŶƚŚĞŝƌƐŚŽĞƐ ?ĨŽƌĂ
while. 
       
I easily recognize my emotions.        
I keep trying in the face of obstacles.        
I am able to maintain my composure 
when things do not go well. 
       
I am aware of even subtle emotions as I 
have them. 
       
I often have tender, concerned feelings 
for people less fortunate than me. 
       
I continue to try even when it seems 
hopeless. 
       
I believe there are two sides to every 
question and try to look at both sides. 
       
I have the will to win.        
I maintain control when I feel 
threatened. 
       
I know why my emotions change.        
KƚŚĞƌƉĞŽƉůĞ ?Ɛmisfortunes disturb me 
a great deal. 
       
Before criticizing somebody, I try to 
imagine how I would feel if I were in 
their shoes. 
       
I would describe myself as a pretty soft-
hearted person. 
       
I understand why I react the way I do in 
situations. 
       
I have control over my emotions.        
ǀĞŶŝĨ/ ?ŵƐƵƌĞ/ ?ŵƌŝŐŚƚĂďŽƵƚ
something I spend the time to listen to 
ŽƚŚĞƌƐ ?ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚƐ ? 
       
 
ID number:   
  
 
2. Please answer the questions below: 
What proportion of your waste do you recycle in the bins provided by the Council? Please circle the 
appropriate number: 
1) Less than 25%     2) 25%-50%        3) 51-75%      4) 76-100% 
tŚĂƚƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞŽĨŝƚĞŵƐƚŚĂƚĐĂŶ ?ƚďĞƌĞĐǇĐůĞĚŝŶƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůďŝŶƐĚŽǇŽƵƚĂŬĞƚŽƚŚĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůŝƐĞĚ
recycling centres? Write in the box the appropriate percentage  
Does anybody else (e.g. parent, sibling, housemate/flatmate) recycle your waste?   
























3. You have watched the video about how your recycling contributes to saving the world. How did 
the video make you feel?  
 1 2 3 4 5 




somewhat much very 
much 
I am surprised by this matter.      
I feel accomplished with my recycling 
contribution. 
     
I feel angry about this matter.      
I feel ashamed by my recycling contribution.      
I feel condescending/superior about my recycling 
contribution. 
     
I feel confident due to my recycling contribution.      
I feel disgusted about this matter.       
I feel embarrassed with my recycling contribution.      
I feel fulfilled by the results of my recycling 
contribution. 
     
/ĨĞĞůŐƵŝůƚǇĂďŽƵƚƐŽŵĞĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ/ ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞŝŶƚŚĞ
past. 
     
I feel happy with my recycling contribution.      
I feel I am in the wrong with my recycling 
contribution. 
     
/ĨĞĞů/ĚĞƐĞƌǀĞƚŽďĞďůĂŵĞĚĨŽƌƐŽŵĞĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ/ ?ǀĞ
made in the past. 
     
/ĨĞĞů/ƐŚŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞŵĂĚĞƐŽŵĞĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ/ ?ǀĞ
made in the past. 
     
/ĨĞĞů/ ?ŵŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĞĚŝŶƚŚŝƐŵĂƚƚĞƌ ?      
I feel like I am a productive/useful person due to 
my recycling contribution. 
     
I feel like I have achieved something with my 
recycling contribution. 
     
I feel like I have self-worth due to my recycling 
contribution. 
     
I feel like I want to be forgiven for some choices 
/ ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ ? 
     
I feel like I want to make up for the wrong choices 
/ ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƐƚ ? 
     
/ĨĞĞůůŝŬĞƵŶĚŽŝŶŐƐŽŵĞĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ/ ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞŝŶƚŚĞ
past. 
     
I feel proud about my recycling contribution.      
I feel regretful about ƐŽŵĞĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ/ ?ǀĞŵĂĚĞŝŶ
the past. 
     
I feel sad about my recycling contribution.      
I feel satisfied with my recycling contribution.      
I feel scared about this matter.      
I feel shy about this matter.      
I feel tensed about this matter.      
  
 
4. Please state your future intentions as described by the sentences below.  













I will recycle paper.        
I will avoid buying products 
that are made from 
endangered animals. 
       
I will recycle cardboard.        
I will make an effort to avoid 
products or services that cause 
environmental damage. 
       
I will recycle aluminium cans.        
I will avoid using products that 
pollute the air. 
       
I will recycle magazines.        
I will limit my use of energy 
such as electricity or natural 
gas to reduce my impact on 
the environment. 
       
I will recycle steel/tin cans.        
Whenever possible, I will walk, 
ride a bike, car pool, or use 
public transportation to help 
reduce air pollution. 
       
I will recycle plastic containers.        
I will avoid buying from 
companies that harm 
endangered plants or animals. 
       
I will avoid buying products 
that pollute the water. 
       
5.  About yourself: 
What is your age? _______years 
What is your gender? (Please tick one box)  
Where do you live? (Please tick one box. Where appropriate, fill in the number of your housemates) 
Student halls  
Living on my own  
Shared house/flat  How many people do you share with?  Q Q Q Q Q ?ƉĞŽƉůĞ 
What is your nationality? _____________________ 
 What type of student are you? 
 
Male  Female  




Questionnaire  W product choice 
 
 





2) Green  
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 N.B. During the data collection the number of the two types of chocolate was constantly changed so 
that this would not present a source of bias i.e. sometimes 1= red and other times 1 = green. 




ReliabilŝƚǇĂŶĂůǇƐĞƐĨŽƌ “ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
 
                                         Scale Statistics 
N 
Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
90 35.2667 35.569 5.96394 6 
 
 
 Reliability Statistics  
Cronbach's Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based 
on Standardized Items N of Items 

















Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
I will recycle 
cardboard. 
29.2556 25.316 .861 .790 .892 
I will recycle plastic 
containers.  
29.4111 25.661 .731 .645 .908 
I will recycle 
magazines.  
29.5889 24.110 .722 .597 .911 
I will recycle 
aluminium cans.  
29.3556 25.378 .751 .663 .905 
I will recycle 
steel/tin cans 
29.4556 24.161 .814 .710 .896 
I will recycle paper. 29.2667 26.018 .751 .642 .905 
 
Cronbach's Alpha with all 6 items equals .918. The Item-Total Statistic tables shows that buy 
ƌĞŵŽǀŝŶŐ ĂŶǇ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ŝƚĞŵƐ ? Ăƚ ŽŶĞ ƚŝŵĞ ? ƚŚĞ ƌŽŶďĂĐŚ ?Ɛ ůƉŚĂ ?Ɛ ǀĂůƵĞ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ
above  ? ? ? ? ?dŚŝƐƐŚŽǁƐƚŚĂƚ “ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ?ŝƐĂŶĂĐĐƵƌƚĞŵĞĂƐƵƌĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚŝƚƐŚŽƵůĚ





 Data screening and assumption checks 
 
 
Outliers for linear regressions 
 
The method used for identifying outliers was the standardised residuals (i.e. casewise 
ĚŝĂŐŶŽƐƚŝĐƐ ŝŶ^W^^ ) ?  “ǇĐŽŶǀĞƌƚŝŶŐƌĞƐŝĚƵĂůƐ ŝŶƚŽǌ-scores we can compare residuals from 
different models and use what we know about the properties of the z-scores to devise 
universal guidelines for what constitutes an acceptable  ?ƵŶĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďůĞ )ǀĂůƵĞ ?  ?&ŝĞůĚ ?  ? ? ? ? P
216).
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 95% of the z-scores lie between -1.96 and +1.96, which means that if more than 5% 
of the cases have standardised residuals outside these values there is evidence that the 
model is a poor one; the values ±2 can be used for convenience (Field, 2009).  
 
ĂƐĞǁŝƐĞĚŝĂŐŶŽƐƚŝĐƐĨŽƌůŝŶĞĂƌƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶǁŝƚŚ ‘ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ
ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ? ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ?ĂƐŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ŶĚ ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐ
moderator 
 
Case Number Std. Residual Recycling Intentions Predicted Value Residual 
12 -2.769 3.00 5.7497 -2.74969 
25 -3.732 2.00 5.7063 -3.70632 
37 -2.029 4.00 6.0150 -2.01501 
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 In the case of linear regressions which tested the moderators of the relationships between 
 “ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚ “ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ? ?ƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚǀĂƌŝĂďůĞŝƐŶŽŵŝŶĂůǁŚŝĐŚŵĞĂŶƚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞDĂŚĂůĂŶŽďŝƐ





ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ? ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ?ĂƐŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ŶĚ ‘ŽƉƚŝŵŝƐƚŝĐƵƚŝůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ 
 
Case Number Std. Residual Recycling Intentions Predicted Value Residual 
12 -2.860 3.00 5.7605 -2.76050 
25 -3.673 2.00 5.5453 -3.54530 




ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ? ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ?ĂƐŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ŶĚ ‘ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂƐ
moderator 
  Case Number Std. Residual Recycling Intentions Predicted Value Residual 
12 -2.815 3.00 5.7840 -2.78402 
25 -3.826 2.00 5.7840 -3.78402 




ǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ? ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ?ĂƐŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐ ŶĚ ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌ 
Case Number Std. Residual Recycling Intentions Predicted Value Residual 
12 -2.954 3.00 5.8047 -2.80471 
25 -4.002 2.00 5.7994 -3.79936 






Outliers for logistic regressions 
The method used for identifying outliers was the standardised residuals (i.e. casewise 
diagnostics in SPSS). Among all regressions only one casewise list was produced by SPSS. 
 
ĂƐĞǁŝƐĞĚŝĂŐŶŽƐƚŝĐƐĨŽƌůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐƌĞŐƌĞƐƐŝŽŶǁŝƚŚ ‘ďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ? ?ŝ ?Ğ ?ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚǀŝĂƚŚĞ
questions  ‘WůĞĂƐĞŐŝǀĞĂƚůĞĂƐƚ ?ƌĞĂƐŽŶƐ ?ĞǆƉůĂŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĨŽƌǇ ƵƌĐŚŽŝĐĞ ? ?ĂƐĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚ





behaviour Predicted Predicted Group 
Temporary Variable 
Resid ZResid 
64 S r** .129 o .871 2.603 
a. S = Selected, U = Unselected cases, and ** = Misclassified cases.  
b. Cases with studentized residuals greater than 2.000 are listed. 
 



































APPENDIX 5.2  
Principal component analysis (PCA) for testing common method bias 
 
 Factor Loadings 
Items/variables Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Guilt  -.340 .194 .417 
Pride -.043 .856 .001 
Recognition of emotions -.024 -.008 .828 
Optimistic utilisation of emotions .819 .055 .026 
Management of emotions .822 .158 .083 
Empathy .392 .031 .714 
Recycling intentions .222 .769 .096 
Eigenvalues 1.967 1.277 1.201 
% of variance 28.102 18.239 17.164 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 










 Group equivalence testing with ANOVA 
 
ANOVA between groups for testing group equivalence by stimulus (i.e. induced 
emotion)  
 
 Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 
Levene Statistic 
sig. 
Current recycling behaviour .165 2 .083 .321 .726 .359 
Recognition of emotions  .243 2 .122 .136 .873 .891 
Optimistic utilisation of 
emotions 
.077 2 .038 .053 .948 
.167 
Management of emotions 1.741 2 .871 1.734 .183 .542 
Empathy .253 2 .126 .239 .788 .944 
 
 
Comparison for ŐƌŽƵƉĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶĐĞďǇƐƚŝŵƵůƵƐĨŽƌƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ĐƵƌƌĞŶƚƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐ ? 
  Comparison Mean difference Std. error Sig. 
Current recycling Tukey HSD Control vs. guilt -.07778 .13103 .824 
  Control vs. pride -.10000 .13103 .726 
  Guilt vs. pride -.02222 .13103 .984 
 Scheffe Control vs. guilt -.07778 .13103 .839 
  Control vs. pride -.10000 .13103 .748 
  Guilt vs. pride -.02222 .13103 .986 
 Bonferroni Control vs. guilt -.07778 .13103 1.000 
  Control vs. pride -.10000 .13103 1.000 






Comparison for ŐƌŽƵƉĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶĐĞďǇƐƚŝŵƵůƵƐĨŽƌƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨ
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
  Comparison Mean difference Std. error Sig. 
Recognition Tukey HSD Control vs. guilt -.04167 .24380 .984 
  Control vs. pride .08333 .24380 .938 
  Guilt vs. pride .12500 .24380 .865 
 Scheffe Control vs. guilt -.04167 .24380 .986 
  Control vs. pride .08333 .24380 .943 
  Guilt vs. pride .12500 .24380 .877 
 Bonferroni Control vs. guilt -.04167 .24380 1.000 
  Control vs. pride .08333 .24380 1.000 
  Guilt vs. pride .12500 .24380 1.000 
 
 
Comparison for ŐƌŽƵƉĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶĐĞďǇƐƚŝŵƵůƵƐĨŽƌƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ŽƉƚŝŵĂůƵƚŝůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ
ŽĨĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
  Comparison Mean difference Std. error Sig. 
Optimal utilisation Tukey HSD Control vs. guilt .01111 .21900 .999 
  Control vs. pride .06667 .21900 .950 
  Guilt vs. pride .05556 .21900 .965 
 Scheffe Control vs. guilt .01111 .21900 .999 
  Control vs. pride .06667 .21900 .955 
  Guilt vs. pride .05556 .21900 .968 
 Bonferroni Control vs. guilt .01111 .21900 1.000 
  Control vs. pride .06667 .21900 1.000 








Comparison for ŐƌŽƵƉĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶĐĞďǇƐƚŝŵƵůƵƐĨŽƌƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨ
ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ? 
  Comparison Mean difference Std. error Sig. 
Management Tukey HSD Control vs. guilt -.33333 .18294 .168 
  Control vs. pride -.33333 .18294 .168 
  Guilt vs. pride -.33333 .18294 .168 
 Scheffe Control vs. guilt .10556 .18294 .847 
  Control vs. pride -.22778 .18294 .464 
  Guilt vs. pride -.33333 .18294 .196 
 Bonferroni Control vs. guilt .10556 .18294 1.000 
  Control vs. pride -.22778 .18294 .649 
  Guilt vs. pride -.33333 .18294 .216 
 
 
Comparison for ŐƌŽƵƉĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶĐĞďǇƐƚŝŵƵůƵƐĨŽƌƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ? 
  Comparison Mean difference Std. error Sig. 
Empathy Tukey HSD Control vs. guilt .12333 .18792 .789 
  Control vs. pride .09667 .18792 .865 
  Guilt vs. pride -.02667 .18792 .989 
 Scheffe Control vs. guilt .12333 .18792 .807 
  Control vs. pride .09667 .18792 .876 
  Guilt vs. pride -.02667 .18792 .990 
 Bonferroni Control vs. guilt .12333 .18792 1.000 
  Control vs. pride .09667 .18792 1.000 








APPENDIX 5.4  
Manipulation checks and initial findings 
 
ANOVA between groups for guilt index and pride index 
 
 Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Levene Statistic 
sig. 
Guilt  53.317 2 26.659 67.566 .000 .000 
Pride  29.382 2 14.691 29.420 .000 .000 
 
 
Robust Tests of Equality of Means 
  Statistic
a
 df1 df2 Sig. 
Guilt_ Welch 89.847 2 46.827 .000 
Brown-Forsythe 67.566 2 64.194 .000 
Pride Welch 23.776 2 54.076 .000 
Brown-Forsythe 29.420 2 59.398 .000 














Comparison for ŐƌŽƵƉĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶĐĞĨŽƌƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ŐƵŝůƚ ?ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚĂƐŝŶĚĞǆ 
 
  Comparison Mean difference Std. error Sig. 
Guilt  Tukey HSD Control vs. guilt -1.88519* .16218 .000 
  Control vs. pride -.92222* .16218 .000 
  Guilt vs. pride .96296* .16218 .000 
 Scheffe Control vs. guilt -1.88519* .16218 .000 
  Control vs. pride -.92222* .16218 .000 
  Guilt vs. pride .96296* .16218 .000 
 Bonferroni Control vs. guilt -1.88519* .16218 .000 
  Control vs. pride -.92222* .16218 .000 
  Guilt vs. pride .96296* .16218 .000 
 
 
Comparison for ŐƌŽƵƉĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶĐĞĨŽƌƚŚĞǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ‘ƉƌŝĚĞ ?ŵĞĂƐƵƌĞĚĂƐŝŶĚĞǆ 
 
  Comparison Mean difference Std. error Sig. 
Pride   Tukey HSD Control vs. guilt -.37083 .18246 .111 
  Control vs. pride -1.35417* .18246 .000 
  Guilt vs. pride -.98333* .18246 .000 
 Scheffe Control vs. guilt -.37083 .18246 .133 
  Control vs. pride -1.35417* .18246 .000 
  Guilt vs. pride -.98333
*
 .18246 .000 
 Bonferroni Control vs. guilt -.37083 .18246 .135 
  Control vs. pride -1.35417* .18246 .000 































.439 Guilt  5.97 5.97 















.887 Guilt  5.08 5.08 




















APPENDIX 5.5  
Steps for testing the relationships emotions-intentions with EIM 
dimensions as moderators 
 
 
Step1  W Representing the categorical variables with code variables 
 
dŚĞ ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚŽƌ  ‘ƐƚŝŵƵůƵƐ ?  ?ŝ ?Ğ ? ƐĞůĨ-conscious emotions) is a categorical variable with three 
levels (i.e. no emotion in the control group, pride and guilt). The number of code variables 
was calculated as the number of levels minus one. This resulted in two code variables which 
were dummy-coded in order to allow the comparison to the control group (Frazier et al., 
2004). The other types of coding i.e. effects and contrast were not of interest because they 
are implying comparisons with the grand mean (i.e. comparisons of the means of each 
treatment group with each other) and comparisons between specific groups respectively 
(see West et al., 1996 ).  
 
  Dummy variables 
Group  Initial coding Guilt Pride 
control  0 0 0 
pride  2 0 1 
guilt  1 1 0 
 
dŚĞŶĞǁĚƵŵŵǇǀĂƌŝĂďůĞƐǁĞƌĞŶĂŵĞĚŝŶƚŚĞĚĂƚĂƐĞƚĂƐ ‘'Ƶŝůƚ YĚƵŵŵǇ ?ĂŶĚ ‘WƌŝĚĞ YĚƵŵŵǇ ? ? 
 
Step2  W Centring the continuous variables 
 
Centring was used because it reduces the problems related to multicollinerarity among the 
variables in the equation i.e. avoid the problems created by the correlation between 
predictor and the moderator variables (Frazier et al., 2004).  
 
All the continuous variables that were examined for moderation were centred variables and 
were named: Recog_centred; Optutil_centred; Mgmt_centred; Empathy_centred. The 
  
 
categorical variable (i.e. stimulus) and the dependent variable (i.e. recycling intentions) were 
not centred as this was not necessary (Aiken and West, 1991; Cohen et al., 2003).  
 
The centred variables were computed in SPSS using the Transform-compute variable 
function by deducting the means highlighted in the table below. 
 
 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 
 Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic 
Recycling_overall 90 2.00 7.00 5.8777 .10478 .99404 
Recog_overall 90 1.75 7.00 4.8028 .09856 .93503 
Optutil_overall 90 2.83 6.67 5.0963 .08845 .83911 
Mgmt_overall 90 2.83 6.00 4.5352 .07530 .71435 
Empathy_overall 90 3.40 6.70 4.7733 .07606 .72155 
Valid N (listwise) 90      
 
 
Step 3  W Creating products terms 
 
Product terms were created by multiplying together the predictor and moderator variables 
using the newly coded categorical variables (Guilt_dummy and Pride_dummy) and centred 
continuous variables (Recog_centred; Optutil_centred; Mgmt_centred; Empathy_centred, 
Emoempathy_centred, Cogempathy_centred). A product term was created for each coded 
variable. Because there were two coded variables for the categorical variable stimulus, two 
interaction terms were created. These product terms were not centred or standardized 
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ŝƚ ?Ɛ ŶŽƚ ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌǇ  ?&ƌĂǌŝĞƌ Ğƚ Ăů ? ?  ? ? ? ? ) ? dŚĞ ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽ  ƚĞƌŵƐ ǁĞƌĞ ůĂďĞůůĞĚ ĂƐ










Target variable Numeric expression 
Recognition   
Interact_Recog_Guilt Recog_centred * Guilt_dummy 
Interact_Recog_Pride Recog_centred * Pride_dummy 
Optimistic utilization  
Interact_Optutil_Guilt Optutil_centred * Guilt_dummy 
Interact_Optutil_Pride Optutil_centred * Pride_dummy 
Management of emotions  
Interact_Mgmt_Guilt Mgmt_centred * Guilt_dummy 
Interact_Mgmt_Pride Mgmt_centred * Pride_dummy 
Empathy  
Interact_Empathy_Guilt Empathy_centred * Guilt_dummy 
Interact_Empathy_Pride Empathy_centred * Pride_dummy 
 
 
Step 4  W Structuring the equation  
 
Hierarchical (Blockwise) multiple regressions were conducted the following stages (Aiken 
and West, 1991; Jaccard et al. 1990): 
 Coded variables and the centred variables (i.e. predictor and moderator) were 
entered in the first block 
 All individual variables that were contained in the interaction terms were included in 
the model 
 Interaction terms were included in the model  (i.e. in block 2) after the predictor and 
moderator were entered 
 ĞĐĂƵƐĞ ‘ƐƚŝŵƵůƵƐ ?ŝƐĂĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĐĂůǀĂƌŝĂďůĞ ?ƚŚĞ ?ŝŶƚĞƌĂĐƚŝŽŶƚĞƌŵƐǁĞƌĞŝŶĐůƵĚĞĚŝŶ
the model at the same time i.e. one for guilt and one for pride  
 
Step 5  W Interpreting the results 
  
 
APPENDIX 5.6  
Steps for examining the form of interaction of the simple slopes for 
empathy 
 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
 Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic 
Recycling_overall 90 2.00 7.00 5.8777 .10478 .99404 
Recog_centred 90 -3.05 2.20 .0000 .09856 .93503 
Optutil_centred 90 -2.26 1.57 .0000 .08845 .83911 
Mgmt_centred 90 -1.70 1.46 .0000 .07530 .71435 
Empathy_centred 90 -1.37 1.93 .0000 .07606 .72155 
Valid N (listwise) 90      
 
Guilt group:  ^ŝŵƉůĞƐůŽƉĞƐƚĞƐƚƐĨŽƌ “ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌďĞƚǁĞĞŶ “ŐƵŝůƚ ?and 
 “ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ?. 
 
Because Pride_dummy = 0 and Interact_empathy_pride = 0 the regression equation is:  
 
Recycling intentions= constant+B1*guilt+B2*empathy+B3*interact_empathy_guilt; where 
B1=.174, B2=.768, B3=-.741 
 
¾ Very low level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+B1*guilt+B2* low empathy+B3* low empathy*guilt 
Recycling intentions= 5.633+.174*1+.768*(0-2*.722) + (-.741)*(0-2*.722)*1=5.768 
 
¾ Low level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+B1*guilt+B2* low empathy+B3* low empathy*guilt 
Recycling intentions= 5.633+.174*1+.768*(0-.722) + (-.741)*(0-.722)*1=5.788 
 
¾ Mean level of empathy  
Recycling intentions= constant+B1*guilt+B2* mean empathy+B3* mean empathy*guilt 




¾ High level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+B1*guilt+B2* high empathy+B3* high empathy*guilt 
Recycling intentions= 5.633+.174*1+.768*(0+.722) + (-.741)*(0+.722)*1= 5.826 
 
¾ Very high level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+B1*guilt+B2* high empathy+B3* high empathy*guilt 
Recycling intentions= 5.633+.174*1+.768*(0+2*.722) + (-.741)*(0+2*.722)*1= 5.846 
 
 
Pride group:  ^ŝŵƉůĞƐůŽƉĞƐƚĞƐƚƐĨŽƌ “ĞŵƉĂƚŚǇ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌďĞƚǁĞĞŶ “ƉƌŝĚĞ ?ĂŶĚ
 “ƌĞĐǇĐůŝŶŐŝŶƚĞŶƚŝŽŶƐ ?. 
 
Because Guilt_dummy = 0 and Interact_empathy_guilt = 0 the regression equation is:  
 
Recycling intentions= constant+B1* Pride+B2*empathy+B3*interact_empathy_pride; where 
B1=.508, B2=.768, B3=-.692 
 
¾ Very low level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+B1*pride+B2* low empathy+B3* low empathy*pride 
Recycling intentions= 5.633+.508*1+.768*(0-2*.722) + (-.692)*(0-2*.722)*1=6.031 
 
¾ Low level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+B1*pride+B2* low empathy+B3* low empathy*pride 
Recycling intentions= 5.633+.508*1+.768*(0-.722) + (-.692)*(0-.722)*1=6.086 
 
¾ Mean level of empathy  
Recycling intentions= constant+B1*pride+B2* low empathy+B3* low empathy*pride 
Recycling intentions= 5.633+.508*1+.768*0 + (-.692)*0*1=6.141 
 
¾ High level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+B1*pride+B2* low empathy+B3* low empathy*pride 





¾ Very high level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+B1*pride+B2* high empathy+B3* high empathy*pride 
Recycling intentions= 5.633+.508*1+.768*(0+2*.722) + (-.692)*(0+2*.722)*1=6.250 
 
Control group:  
Because Pride_dummy = 0, Guilt_dummy and corresponding interactions are 0 the 
regression equation is:  
 
Recycling intentions= constant+ B1*empathy, where B1 = .768 
 
¾ Very low level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+ B1* low empathy= 5.633+.768*(0-2*.722) =4.524 
¾ Low level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+ B1* low empathy= 5.633+.768*(0-.722) =5.079 
¾ Mean level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+ B1* mean empathy= 5.633+.768*0=5.633 
¾ High level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+ B1* low empathy= 5.633+.768*(0+.722) =6.188 
¾ Very high level of empathy 
Recycling intentions= constant+ B1* low empathy= 5.633+.768*(0+2*.722) =6.742 
 
Guilt Pride Control 
Very low 5.768 6.031 4.524 
Low 5.788 6.086 5.079 
 Mean 5.807 6.141 5.633 
High  5.826 6.196 6.188 








Interaction Guilt*Empathy Interaction Pride*Empathy 
Very low 1.070 9.992 
Low 0.535 0.499 
 Mean 0 0 
High  -0.535 -0.499 

























Steps for examining the interaction between recognition and pride 
 
 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
 Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Std. Error Statistic 
Recycling_overall 90 2.00 7.00 5.8777 .10478 .99404 
Recog_centred 90 -3.05 2.20 .0000 .09856 .93503 
Optutil_centred 90 -2.26 1.57 .0000 .08845 .83911 
Mgmt_centred 90 -1.70 1.46 .0000 .07530 .71435 
Empathy_centred 90 -1.37 1.93 .0000 .07606 .72155 
Emoempathy_centred 90 -2.05 2.35 .0000 .09501 .90133 
Cogempathy_centred 90 -1.69 2.11 .0000 .09209 .87369 
Valid N (listwise) 90      
 
Pride group:  ^ŝŵƉůĞƐůŽƉĞƐƚĞƐƚƐĨŽƌ “ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶ ?ĂƐŵŽĚĞƌĂƚŽƌďĞƚǁĞĞŶ “ƉƌŝĚĞ ?ĂŶĚ
 “ĞƚŚŝĐĂůďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ ?. 
 
dŚĞůŽŐŝƐƚŝĐĞƋƵĂƚŝŽŶĐŽŶƚĂŝŶƐƚŚĞĐĞŶƚƌĞĚǀĂůƵĞƐĨŽƌ “ZĞĐŽŐ ?which means that MRecog = 0; 
SDRecog= .935 (see table above) 
 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 3.140*Pride + 2.633*Recog  W 2.568 
*Interact_Recog_Pride 
 
And the probability of the event i.e. ethical choice occuring is: 
 ܲሺ݁ݒ݁݊ݐܻሻ ൌ  ? ? ൅ ݁ି ௞ 
Where k = B0+B1X1+B2X2A? Q ?A?nXn 
 
 
¾ Very low level of recognition 
  
 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 3.140*Pride + 2.633*Very low Recog  W 2.568 *Very 
low Recog*Pride 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 3.140*1 + 2.633*(0-2*.935)  W 2.568 *(0-
2*.935)*1=0.429 ܲሺ݁ݐ݄݈݅ܿܽ݄ܿ݋݅ܿ݁ሻ ൌ ଵଵା௘షೖ ൌ ଵଵା௘షబǤరమవ ൌ 0.606 
 
¾ Low level of recognition 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 3.140*Pride + 2.633*Low Recog  W 2.568 *Low 
Recog*Pride 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 3.140*1 + 2.633*(0-1*.935)  W 2.568 *(0-
1*.935)*1=0.490 
P (ethical choice) = 0.620 
 
¾ Mean level of recognition 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 3.140*Pride + 2.633*Mean Recog  W 2.568 *Mean 
Recog*Pride 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 3.140*1 + 2.633*0  W 2.568 *0*1=0.551 
P (ethical choice) = 0.634 
 
¾ High level of recognition 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 3.140*Pride + 2.633*High Recog  W 2.568 *High 
Recog*Pride 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 3.140*1 + 2.633*(0+1*.935)  W 2.568 
*(0+1*.935)*1=0.612 
P (ethical choice) = 0.649 
 
¾ Very high level of recognition 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 3.140*Pride + 2.633*Vey High Recog  W 2.568 *Very 
High Recog*Pride 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 3.140*1 + 2.633*(0+2*.935)  W 2.568 
*(0+2*.935)*1=0.672 







In the control group the pride and the interaction term are 0.  Thus the equation becomes: 
 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 2.633*Recog 
 
¾ Very low level of recognition 
¾ Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 2.633*Very low Recog  
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 2.633*(0-2*.935) = -7.513  ܲሺ݁ݐ݄݈݅ܿܽ݄ܿ݋݅ܿ݁ሻ ൌ ଵଵା௘షೖ ൌ ଵଵା௘ళǤఱభయ ൌ 0.0005 
 
¾ Low level of recognition 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 2.633*Low Recog  
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 2.633*(0-.935) = -4.390 
P (ethical choice) = 0.012 
 
¾ Mean level of recognition 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 2.633*Mean Recog  
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 2.633*0= -2.589  
P (ethical choice) = 0.070 
 
¾ High level of recognition 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 2.633*High Recog  
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 2.633*(0+.935) = -0.127 
P (ethical choice) = 0.468 
 
¾ Very high level of recognition 
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 2.633*Very high Recog  
Log (odds of ethical behaviour) = -2.589+ 2.633*(0+2*.935) = 2.33 








Pride  W event probability  Control  W event probability 
Very low 0.606 0.0005 
Low 0.620 0.012 
 Mean 0.634 0.070 
High  0.649 0.468 
Very high  0.661 0.911 
 
 
 
 
 
